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ABSTRACT
The comprehensive school physical activity program (CSPAP) has been identified as an
effective strategy for increasing opportunities for physical activity (PA; Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention [CDC], 2013). The goal of a CSPAP is to provide a variety of schoolbased PA opportunities that enable students to meet the daily recommendation of 60 minutes of
moderate to vigorous PA (NASPE, 2008; SHAPE America, 2015a). Although recent research
has provided preliminary insight into the implementation of CSPAP components, it is still
unclear how much of the CSPAP is being implemented in schools and the extent to which
CSPAP contributes to student PA outcomes (Hunt & Metzler, 2017).

Guided by three theoretical frameworks: (a) the CSPAP model (CDC, 2013), (b) the
social ecological model (Sallis, Owen, & Fisher, 2008) and (c) the diffusion of innovations
theory (Rogers, 2003), the overarching purpose of this study was to provide additional insight
into CSPAP adoption in P-12 schools within the United States and gain a better understanding of
the factors inhibiting or facilitating the process. Physical education (PE) teachers (N = 72) from
28 states responded to an electronic survey assessing CSPAP adoption trends in relation to a
myriad of contextual variables.
Many teachers reported successful implementation of the CSPAP components, but
similar to a previous baseline CSPAP survey (AAHPERD, 2011), very few schools provided the
full five component CSPAP. Effective CSPAP programming was most commonly reported to be
facilitated (and inhibited) at the organizational (school) level. Relevant facilitators consisted of
having sufficient resources, having support from administration and staff, as well as teaching in a
positive climate and culture conducive to promoting PA programming. The most salient
inhibitors consisted of a perceived lack of support, buy-in, and accountability from stakeholders
at various levels, and insufficient resources to effectively run programming. Findings related to
common facilitators and inhibitors can be used to inform teachers, as well as assist in training
and professional development for CSPAP. The results of this exploratory study contribute
additional empirical support for establishing CSPAP as a viable conceptual framework and
provide a foundation for future related research endeavors.
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1. THE ADOPTION OF COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL PHYSICAL ACTIVITY
PROGRAMS: A LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
P-12 physical education (PE) has evolved significantly over the last several decades, with
one of the most important changes occurring recently with the inclusion of PE as a core
academic subject (Society of Health and Physical Educators [SHAPE America], 2015a). Welldesigned PE programs have been acknowledged as having the unique potential to address student
learning in all three of Bloom’s domains (psychomotor, cognitive, and affective) (National
Association of Sport and Physical Education [NASPE], 2011; SHAPE America, 2015b), but it
was not until the recent revision to the federally legislated Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA) that PE became the validated subject that has long since been desired in the field
(SHAPE America, 2015a).
The advancement of a holistic approach emphasizing the education and health of students
began in the late 1980’s with the promotion of the Coordinated School Health Program model by
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). The model identified schools as
essential agencies of change in youth health behaviors (Wechsler, McKenna, Lee, & Dietz,
2004) and included eight components known to strongly influence student health, with PE
serving as one of the components (Allensworth & Kolbe, 1987). In 1991, Sallis and McKenzie
published the seminal paper, “Physical Education’s Role in Public Health”, which also
highlighted the vital potential contribution of schools and PE in addressing the nationwide
concerns related to childhood obesity and physical inactivity.
In response to this critical national concern, the first set of approved guidelines
addressing physical activity (PA) was introduced in the 2008 Physical Activity Guidelines for
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Americans (United States Department of Health and Human Services [USDHHS], 2008). The
guidelines recommended that children and adolescents engage in at least 60 minutes of moderate
to vigorous physical activity (MVPA) on a daily basis. To further convey the importance of
increasing PA opportunities, NASPE (2008) released a position statement recommending all P12 schools implement a Comprehensive School Physical Activity Program (CSPAP). A CSPAP
should include (a) quality PE (QPE), (b) PA during school, (c) before and after school PA, (d)
school employee wellness and involvement, and (e) family and community involvement.
In 2010, the National Physical Activity Plan (NPAP) included comprehensive strategies
to promote PA by eight different sectors of society. The education sector outlined strategies and
tactics that could be implemented in and around the school setting (NPAP, 2010), with the first
of seven strategies specifically targeting the comprehensive approach of the CSPAP. The goal of
Strategy 1 is to “provide access to and opportunities for high-quality, comprehensive physical
activity programs, anchored by physical education, in Pre-kindergarten through grade 12
educational settings” (Education section, para. 4). In line with this strategy and the NASPE
(2008) recommendation, schools have been identified as one of the most appropriate settings for
increasing PA (Institute of Medicine [IOM], 2013; Kelder, Karp, Scruggs, & Brown, 2014;
NPAP, 2010; USDHHS, 2008) and national initiatives such as Let’s Move! Active Schools
(LMAS) (n.d.) have been established to provide schools and teachers with the necessary
resources and tools to increase PA opportunities for students (www.letsmoveschools.org/about).
Most recently in The Essential Components of Physical Education, SHAPE America
(2015b) outlined four components that established a more direct path for attaining QPE
programs: (a) policy and environment, (b) curriculum, (c) appropriate instruction, and (d) student
assessment. These were identified as foundational components designed to guide schools and
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physical educators in making PE a more validated subject area. In addition to emphasizing more
rigorous policies and higher accountability in the field, SHAPE America (2015b) also strongly
endorsed the use of the CSPAP framework to increase overall PA opportunities for students.
Efforts to align PE with public health goals have increased since the original Sallis and
McKenzie (1991) article, but in a 20-year follow-up, Sallis et al. (2012) suggested that more
work is needed to reach widespread adoption of public health goals. Recent research has
provided preliminary insight into the implementation of CSPAP components in schools (Erwin,
Beighle, Carson, & Castelli, 2013), but additional research is needed to further examine the
effect of each separate CSPAP component on PA outcomes (Carson, Castelli, Beighle, & Erwin,
2014a) and to collect empirical support for the CSPAP model as a viable conceptual framework.
Purpose
The purpose of this review is to examine the extent to which the CSPAP framework is
currently being adopted and implemented in P-12 schools, both by each CSPAP component and
holistically as a model. Specifically, the review consists of the following thematic areas: (a)
CSPAP single and multi-component outcomes based on empirical studies, (b) barriers and
facilitators associated with CSPAP adoption, and (c) suggestions for future research and
methodological considerations aimed at advancing CSPAP adoption in P-12 schools. Although
the findings are not exhaustive, the information provided in this review contributes to the
expanding knowledge base necessary to transform CSPAP theory into an adoptable and
sustainable model for schools.
Inclusion Criteria
The literature search for this review included refereed journal articles (research and
topical), electronic reports, position statements, and books published between the years of 1991
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and 2015 and consisted of electronic search databases such as Sport Discus, PsycInfo, Academic
Search Complete, and ERIC. Secondary searches within references of cited review articles and
manual searches of select journals and special issues in the field of PE were also included.
Excluded from the review were non-refereed articles, dissertations, abstracts, conference
proceedings, and articles published outside of the United States.
It should be noted the 1991 seminal article, “Physical Education’s Role in Public Health”
(Sallis & McKenzie, 1991) provided the starting point for this review of CSPAP adoption in
schools, but only empirical articles and reports that met the following criteria were reviewed: (a)
they were published after NASPE’s (2008) CSPAP position statement, (b) the CSPAP model
was established as the guiding conceptual framework, and (c) they were related to CSPAP
outcomes and implementation. These criteria served to make the distinction between empirically
based studies guided by the CSPAP framework from other school-based PA interventions
supported by a different theoretical framework, or from an empirical study that indirectly
addressed a single component or multiple components of a CSPAP. If the intervention or study
was not designed or situated within the context of a CSPAP, it was excluded from this review.
The first section of the review includes reported outcomes linked to each CSPAP component, as
well as outcomes related to the implementation of multi-component CSPAPs.
Comprehensive School Physical Activity Program Outcomes
The goal of a CSPAP is to provide a variety of school-based activities and PA
opportunities that will enable students to meet the daily recommendation of 60 minutes of
MVPA (NASPE, 2008; SHAPE America, 2015b). The CSPAP framework is comprised of five
synergistic components: (a) QPE, (b) PA during school, (c) before and after school PA, (d) staff
involvement, and (e) family and community engagement (CDC, 2013; SHAPE America, 2015b).
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The examination of each CSPAP component and how effectively it is being implemented in
schools is necessary to determine the degree to which it can contribute to PA outcomes (Carson
et al., 2014a).
Quality Physical Education
QPE has been termed the cornerstone of the CSPAP model and provides the foundational
base for comprehensive school efforts that aim to increase students’ PA (Rink, Hall, & Williams,
2010). Standards-based QPE (SHAPE America, 2015b) is the only PA opportunity within the
CSPAP framework that includes specific learning outcomes in a formalized instructional setting
(Chen, Hypnar, Mason, Zalmout, & Hammond-Benett, 2014). The minimum recommendations
include 150 minutes of PE per week at the elementary level, and 225 minutes of PE per week for
middle and high school students (IOM, 2013; SHAPE America, 2015b).
To date, only one study has explicitly examined the effect of QPE on CSPAP related
outcomes. In a 2-year study Chen et al. (2014) examined the contribution of QPE teaching
practices (QPET) on the promotion of daily PA behaviors of students in and outside of school.
The Assessing Quality Teaching Rubric was used to examine the impact of four essential
teaching dimensions (task design, task presentation, class management, and instructional
response) of nine elementary PE teachers and a 7-day self-report PA log was used to measure
student’s daily PA. It was concluded that QPET and the essential teaching dimensions
significantly contributed to more students’ daily PA in school (PE and recess), compared with
that of the daily PA outside of school.
QPE is known to be an integral component in creating more opportunities for PA in the
school day (Sallis et al., 2012) and can contribute to students’ levels of daily PA in a short period
of time (Erwin et al., 2013). However, as evidenced by the repeated call for multi-component
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approaches, QPE cannot act in isolation if substantial progress is going to be made in reducing
youth and adolescent obesity (IOM, 2013).
Physical Activity during School
According to the CSPAP Policy Continuum (CDC, 2012), PA during school can include
classroom activity breaks, recess, and drop-ins (more common in secondary schools) (Erwin et
al., 2013). In one study examining PA during school, Goh et al. (2014) used the Take 10!
program as part of a 12-week intervention designed to increase elementary students’ in-school
step counts and PA intensity levels. The elementary teachers were trained to implement the Take
10! Program, which consists of 10-minute classroom-based physical activities integrated into age
appropriate academic content and learning objectives (Goh et al., 2014). Outcomes measures in
this study included (a) students’ daily PA levels/step counts (measured by pedometers), (b)
students’ PA intensity (measured by accelerometers), and (c) teacher fidelity (measured by
responses to weekly questionnaires).
The findings included a significant increase in the average time students spent in
vigorous intensity PA from baseline to end-intervention, as well as a statistically significant
increase in students’ daily in-school step counts at 8 weeks (mid-intervention) as compared with
baseline. Based on questionnaire data, the teachers conducted an average of one Take 10! activity
per school day during the intervention (a range of one to three times per day). Students’ average
time spent in MVPA increased significantly from baseline to end-intervention, representing a
nominal increase of approximately 2 minutes in MVPA (Goh et al., 2014).
Erwin, Beighle, Morgan, and Noland (2011) also conducted a classroom-based PA
intervention involving 16 elementary school teachers. The intervention was designed to be low
cost, easy to use, with only brief trainings for the teachers. The study included two schools (one
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intervention and one control). The teachers from the intervention school attended two 30-minute
classroom PA trainings (by experts in area of classroom-based PA) and were provided with
inexpensive curricular (activity break cards). Outcome measures in the study included students’
mean school steps/day measured by pedometers and frequency of classroom activity breaks selfreported in teacher logs. The students wore pedometers up to 12 days and data were collected for
three separate monitoring periods over the course of one school year. The compliant teachers
reported an average of one activity break or more per day. The intervention compliance group
(i.e. students in class in which the teacher included at least one activity break per day) accrued
more school steps/day at the follow-up monitoring period. Three months later at post follow-up,
the compliance group again averaged significantly more school steps/day than the control groups
(Erwin, et al., 2011).
Studies such as the two described above provide valuable insight on the efficacy of
classroom-based interventions and the ability to increase students’ classroom and daily PA levels
through the addition of one PA break per day (Erwin et al., 2011; Erwin et al., 2013; Goh et al.,
2014). Two additional studies investigated classroom-based PA, with an emphasis on teacher
level outcomes and perceptions related to the implementation of PA breaks.
As part of a larger five-year school health study, McMullen, Kulinna, and Cothran (2014)
explored both elementary and high school classroom teachers’ perceptions of using PA breaks.
Participating teachers attended 10 professional development workshops each year, had access to
mentoring, and were provided grade-level activity break resources. Data were collected from
semi-structured interviews and teacher reflective journals. Data were analyzed inductively and
three themes were identified that related to key characteristics the teachers considered when
selecting activity breaks: threats to classroom control (e.g. chaos during activity, space
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constraints, and challenge of students getting back on task); a preference for breaks with
connections to academic content; and the importance of implementation ease and student
enjoyment of activities (McMullen et al., 2014).
In a second study, Webster et al. (2013) investigated elementary classroom teachers
(ECTs) and the relationships between the ECTs’ awareness of a statewide policy (the South
Carolina Student Health and Fitness Act of 2005), perceived school support for PA promotion in
the academic classroom (PAPAC), perceived attributes of PAPAC, domain-specific
innovativeness, and self-reported PAPAC. The diffusion of innovations theory and a social
ecological perspective served as the theoretical frameworks for investigating possible predictors
of ECTs’ adoption of PAPAC. Results indicated that the ECTs’ awareness of the statewide
policy predicted perceived school support. This in turn predicted perceived attributes (attributes,
which if perceived can contribute to the adoption of an innovation) and domain-specific
innovativeness (ECTs’ level of educational innovativeness or receptiveness to new policy that
can be predictor of adoption). Perceived compatibility, simplicity, observability, and domainspecific innovativeness were reported to predict self-reported PAPAC (Webster et al., 2013).
This study demonstrated a successful application of two complementary theories, which proved
to be useful in the investigation of influential variables related to the adoption of PAPAC.
Recess is another viable strategy for increasing PA opportunities during the school day
(CDC, 2013; SHAPE America, 2015b). According to the 2011 CSPAP survey report, the
American Alliance for Health, Physical Education, Recreation and Dance (AAHPERD) found
scheduled recess to be provided in over 80% of elementary schools, with 31% of those schools
having a policy or practice that prevented recess from being withheld (as a form of punishment
or behavioral consequence) (AAHPERD, 2011). Results of the survey also indicated that 76% of
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the elementary schools provide recess five days per week, with 65% of the schools allocating 1529 minutes for each recess period. The percentage of schools that provide recess decreases
through middle school and even more so in high school, with only 10-11% of high schools
providing recess (AAHPERD, 2011).
Only one empirical study situated within the CSPAP framework was found to examine
the impact of recess on PA outcomes in students. Erwin et al. (2012) used pedometers to
determine the contribution of unstructured 15-minute outdoor recess periods on school day PA
levels of students from two public elementary schools. A secondary purpose in the study was to
determine if recess and school day PA levels varied by body mass index, gender, and grade level.
Third, fourth, and fifth graders from the schools wore pedometers for four consecutive days and
were prompted to record step counts prior to recess, after recess, at the end of the school day.
Pedometer step counts were averaged across the days that the device was worn by the students.
Results indicated a significant main effect for grade level on the percentage of step counts
during recess, with students in fourth grade accumulating a greater percentage than students in
third and fifth grade. There was no significant main effect for body mass index or gender on the
percentage of steps accumulated during recess. Although boys accumulated a higher school day
step count, there were no gender differences in activity level during recess. The study found that
school recess supervisors should encourage both semi-structured and unstructured options and
provide a variety of equipment to keep students physically active and engaged (Erwin et al.,
2012).
Before and After School Physical Activity
The CSPAP Policy Continuum breaks down the before and after school PA component
into the following categories: (a) extracurricular sports, clubs, and activities; (b) active transport
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to school; (c) access to school grounds/facilities; (d) before and after school programs and (e)
interscholastic sports (CDC, 2012). Results from AAHPERD’s CSPAP survey (2011) indicated
that almost two-thirds of schools (63%) offered PA clubs and/or intramural sports.
At the time of this review, no empirically supported literature on before or after school
programming (contextualized within the CSPAP model) could be identified. To better
understand the effectiveness of after school PA interventions, additional research is
recommended to include school-level randomization, extensive assessments, and follow up
studies (Beets, Beighle, Erwin, & Huberty, 2009). Many of the findings related to after school
interventions lack detailed descriptions of the intervention, contain inconsistent methodologies,
and are missing relevant information on program design (Beighle et al., 2010).
Staff Involvement in Physical Activity
When involved in the overall PA mission of the school, staff members are not only able
to improve their personal health by being active and reducing job-related stress, they can also
serve as positive role models for the students. According to the 2011 CSPAP survey,
involvement for staff entails staff members serving as positive role models for a physically active
lifestyle and supporting participation in PA before, during, and after school. Additionally, strong
staff involvement can be seen in districts or schools that provide (or subsidize) PA and employee
wellness programming for the staff and in districts or schools that aim to create an environment
that values and supports PA for students and staff (AAHPERD, 2011).
PA classes were offered in 42% of schools, but in the majority of them less than half of
the staff members actually participated in the activities. To date, no empirical studies have been
found to directly examine staff involvement as a component of a CSPAP, and thus the
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contribution to overall student PA outcomes is still unknown (Erwin, Beets, Centeio, & Morrow,
2014).
Family and Community Engagement for Promoting Physical Activity
What students see and do at home is a major factor in influencing behaviors (Centeio et
al., 2014b; Rink et al., 2010), and opportunities to engage in PA should not stop when students
leave school (Cipriani, Richardson, & Roberts, 2012). However, even with the recognized
impact on youth behaviors, the family/community engagement component is the least
implemented in the CSPAP model (Cipriani et al., 2012) leading to a paucity of research in this
area (Cipriani et al., 2012; Erwin et al., 2014). Similar to the staff involvement component, no
empirical studies were identified within the literature search that examined the effect of family
and community engagement on PA outcomes. The majority of research in this area includes PA
interventions based on multi-component approaches ‘similar to’ the CSPAP model. Although
not included in this review, the intervention studies that included family and community
involvement as part of the multi-component approach have shown greater increases in overall
PA levels of children (Cipriani et al., 2012).
The Physical Activity Leader (PAL) (SHAPE America, 2015c) has a central role in
facilitating more involvement from family and community members. Strategies to promote
increased family and community engagement include: (a) increasing communication (e.g.
newsletters and websites) regarding PE/PA events and opportunities that support family PA, (b)
establishing partnerships and sharing expertise with the surrounding community, and (c) sharing
facilities with community members (Cipriani et al. 2012).
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Multi-Component Comprehensive School Physical Activity Programs
To date there is a nominal amount of empirical evidence related to the implementation
and outcomes of a full five-component CSPAP. This lack of research corresponds to the limited
number of five-component CSPAPs that are reported in schools. The 2011 CSPAP survey results
indicated that less than one-sixth of schools (16% of elementary schools, 13% of middle schools
and 6% of high schools) were providing a CSPAP that consisted of all five components
(AAHPERD, 2011). The following section will highlight the empirical studies based on multicomponent CSPAPs. To delineate between the varying levels of component implementation, the
authors of this review have chosen to categorize the studies by the number of components that
they include beyond the foundation of QPE (i.e. QPE + 1, QPE + 2, QPE + 3, and QPE + 4).
In a quasi-experimental study, Burns, Brusseau, and Hannon (2015) examined the effect
of a CSPAP intervention on school day step counts of fourth and fifth grade students. The
intervention was primarily focused on PE and consisted of teacher trainings and assistance to
improve PA and health outcomes. Teachers taught lessons based on an elementary level
curriculum and set goals to have students active for at least 50% of class time. The CSPAP
intervention also addressed two areas within the PA during school component: recess (e.g.
activity stations and semi-structured activities) and classroom activity breaks (two or three 5minute breaks were encouraged), designating it as a QPE + 1 study (based on authors’ CSPAP
implementation categories). Results indicated statistically significant main effects for sex and
time with boys, on average, displaying greater step counts than girls, as well as greater daily step
counts on average post-intervention than pre-intervention. Overall, the CSPAP intervention
increased overall daily step counts and also attenuated the decrease in student daily step counts
over the course of a school week (Burns et al., 2015).
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Deslatte and Carson (2014) utilized a mixed methods design to identify common
characteristics of CSPAPs and strategies for implementation of the CSPAP model. The study
included two elementary and one middle school. Four participants represented each school in
the study: a PE teacher (who had implemented at least one other CSPAP component besides PE),
two classroom teachers, and an administrator (who was identified by PE teacher as supporter of
CSPAP). Data collection from the PE teachers included the national CSPAP survey (AAHPERD,
2011), an emailed question set, and informal observations. Data were also collected from the
classroom teachers and principals through individual interviews. The authors concluded that the
role of the PE teacher was “integral to implementing a CSPAP” (Deslatte & Carson, 2014, p.
611), but it was also important for the teacher to seek additional support from key stakeholders
(administrators and classroom teachers) to help facilitate successful CSPAP implementation
(Deslatte & Carson, 2014).
Another study examined the impact of an 8-month CSPAP (QPE+4) on the PA outcomes
of students, parents, and educators (Centeio et al., 2014b). Specifically, the study addressed PA
opportunities in the areas of (a) QPE, (b) classroom PA (including classroom time and specials),
(c) lunch and recess, and (d) after school PA clubs. The study was guided by the Social
Ecological Framework (Sallis, Owen, & Fisher, 2008), which addresses the multiple factors and
levels of influence on health behaviors, and reciprocal determinism, which suggests that changes
within one intervention level can lead to changes in other levels. The authors investigated the
impact of simultaneously implemented CSPAP components and the potential for bidirectional
influences within the CSPAP system. Six schools participating in the Building Healthy
Communities program (whole-school approach focused on PA and nutritional programming)
were randomly selected for the study (Centeio et al., 2014b).
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PA outcome measures included student in-school PA (pre/post) using accelerometers and
self-reported PA by parents and educators using the short version of the International Physical
Activity Questionnaire (IPAQ). Results indicated a significant difference (increase) in total
MVPA minutes. Overall significant increases were found in time spent in MVPA in PE,
lunch/recess, and in the classroom. A significant overall change in reported metabolic equivalent
minutes per week (based on IPAQ scoring system) of parent PA was also found. Results
indicated a change in the PA of the educators, but it was not statistically significant; a finding
possibly related to small sample size (Centeio et al., 2014b).
A two-year pilot CSPAP study (QPE + 4) was recently completed in an urban middle
school in Georgia, in which the researchers conducted an in-depth analysis of the design,
implementation, feasibility, and efficacy in achieving a series of outcomes (Metzler, BarrettWilliams, Hunt, Marquis, & Trent, 2015). The CSPAP was based on the Health Optimizing
Physical Education (HOPE) curriculum model. The model is comprised of eight strands, each of
which is aligned with the overarching goal of HOPE and the components of a CSPAP:
before/during/after school PA programming; sport, games, dance, and other movement forms;
family/home education; community-based PA programming; health-related fitness; diet and
nutrition for PA; PA literacy (consumerism, technology, advocacy); and integration of HOPE
across all school subjects (Metzler, McKenzie, van der Mars, Barrett-Williams, & Ellis, 2013).
Pre and post outcome data were collected from Fitnessgram test results, knowledge tests
(PA and healthy eating), and accelerometer measures of PA in PE lessons and over a 4-day
period. Results included a significant difference in the percentage of students in the healthy
fitness zone between baseline and end of Year 2, a significant percentage gain on the PA/healthy
eating knowledge test, and a significant, but modest increase (approximately 2 minutes) in
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MVPA (during typical PE lessons) from baseline to end of year 2. The mean number of daily
MVPA minutes showed a statistically significant decrease over the course of the study, possibly
attributed to seasonal sport offerings and inclement weather during final data collection (Metzler
et al., 2015). The after school program was also found to provide attending students with more
than 25 minutes of MVPA. Based on a composite analysis, it was found that the opportunities
provided at the school (PA-focused QPE and after school PA programming), and not those
outside of the school, were the key to students accumulating the 60 minutes of daily PA (Metzler
et al., 2015).
Only one study examined teacher professional development and the influence on multicomponent CSPAP outcomes. A quasi-experimental cluster-controlled study was found to test
the impact of CSPAP professional development on school PA offerings, MVPA and sedentary
behaviors of students (ages 9-14) during school (Carson et al., 2014b). Weeklong accelerometer
measures (baseline/post) were taken for MVPA and sedentary behaviors. Results indicated that
intervention teachers (those with CSPAP training/support during implementation) reported
significantly more PA opportunities in two of the five components (PA during school and staff
involvement PA).
In relation to PA outcome measures, students were found to spend less time in MVPA
and more time in sedentary behaviors during school. The findings exhibit an overall in-school
decline in MVPA minutes in control boys and girls, compared to a decline in girls in intervention
schools (with no change occurring for boys attending intervention schools). The study by Carson
et al. (2014b) demonstrates the potential of a CSPAP professional development program to
influence PA opportunities offered and the ability to offset declines in students' MVPA and
increases in students' sedentary behaviors over the course of one school year.
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The final three studies reviewed were situated in the context of a multi-component
CSPAP and included qualitative case study methodology. The first study was an exploratory
single case study used to investigate an existing PE/sport/PA program in an urban Title I K-8
public school over the course of two academic years. Doolittle and Rukavina (2014) recognized
the similar aim of the CSPAP as a public health model and Lawson’s propositions (as cited in
Doolittle & Rukavina, 2014) for sport, exercise, and PE professionals and utilized both theories
to examine the 10-year-old program.
Data were collected in the form of interviews, observations, and program artifacts and
were then used to address questions related to the implementation and institutionalization of
comprehensive PA programs and to inform practical implementation strategies for the CSPAP
model in urban schools. According to Doolittle and Rukavina (2014), successful CSPAP
implementation in the urban K-8 school depended on the following: “building up practical
resources, developing policies and practices that did not violate district rules, and finding ways
and means to collaborate in the school and in the community” (p. 553).
A second collective case study (Centeio, Erwin, & Castelli, 2014) examined the
perceptions and characteristics of elementary PE teachers during the implementation of CSPAP
and the certification process of the Director of Physical Activity (now called PAL). The results
indicated that although there were barriers in the process of implementing PA opportunities, the
teachers in this study focused more on the facilitators and were able to overcome some of the
barriers with planning and action plans, supportive administration, and passion and dedication to
the health of their students (Centeio et al., 2014a).
The last study reviewed was designed to examine CSPAP feasibility through a collective
case study of 11 different schools in a rural Appalachian county. Guided by a Systems Approach,
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Jones et al. (2014) sought to evaluate the contextual and organizational factors that contribute to
or inhibit the feasibility of CSPAP development. The authors emphasized the need to evaluate
“each school’s systems, subsystems, contexts, and constraints individually to determine a
customized approach to CSPAP” (Jones et al., 2014, p. 485). For a CSPAP to be effectively
implemented and to be “comprehensive” in nature, change and improvements are needed at the
transformational level. Transformational factors (such as external environment, mission and
strategy, leadership, and culture) and transactional factors (such as work climate, systems,
organizational structure, task and individual skills) were identified to have the potential to
facilitate system-wide change (Jones et al., 2014).
Comprehensive School Physical Activity Program Adoption: Barriers and Facilitators
To align PE with public health goals, it is necessary to address some of the factors
(McKenzie & Lounsbery, 2013) that might be impeding or facilitating progress towards this
alignment.
Barriers
A better understanding of the variables influencing this process will “allow for the
creation of focused, informed strategies to reduce or eliminate barriers and facilitate the adoption
of a more physically active lifestyle” (Beighle & Morrow, 2014, p. 23). PA participation is a
health behavior that is influenced not only at the individual level, but also at multiple levels from
the surrounding environment (King, Stokols, Talen, Brassington, & Killingsworth, 2002). As a
result, ecological models, such as the Social-Ecological Model (SEM) have served as the
theoretical foundation for the implementation of CSPAP models (Metzler et al. 2013b) and other
PA interventions (Sallis et al., 2008).
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Ecological models provide comprehensive frameworks for understanding interacting
determinants, as well as the levels of influences on targeted health behaviors. Table 1.1 includes
the multiple levels of influence (intrapersonal, interpersonal, organizational, community, and
public policy) outlined by Sallis et al. (2008), as well as some of the cited barriers within each
level that can inhibit CSPAP adoption and PA promotion efforts in schools. The table represents
only a glimpse into barriers related to CSPAP adoption, but may indicate the need for concerted
efforts to reduce barriers at the interpersonal (teacher) and organizational (school) levels.
Table 1.1

Ecological Level of Influence and Associated Barriers to CSPAP Adoption
Level of Influence Barriers to CSPAP Adoption
Intrapersonal
Interpersonal

Organizational

Community
Public Policy

Time limitations, motivation, energy, knowledge, environment, and
confidence (Beighle & Morrow, 2014)
Social barriers (socioeconomic status, cultural expectations, and support
from family or friends) (Beighle & Morrow, 2014)
Teacher time constraints; overextended teachers/school personnel who are
hesitant to volunteer (Deslatte & Carson, 2014; Jones et al., 2014)
Lack of knowledge or leadership needed to establish CSPAP culture and
programming (Deslatte & Carson, 2014; Doolittle & Rukavina, 2014;
Jones et al., 2014)
School policies, building schedules, curriculum, resources, finances, and
facilities; “perceived importance” of physical activity (Beighle & Morrow,
2014)
Focus on academics (due to standardized testing pressures) (Deslatte &
Carson, 2014)
Lack of centralization within the program (Deslatte & Carson, 2014)
Frequency and duration of classes; low student enrollment requirements
(McKenzie & Lounsbery, 2013)
Lack of administrative support (Jones et al., 2014; McKenzie & Lounsbery,
2013)
Limited resources and space needed to plan, develop, and deliver
programs; resources to train program supervisors and school personnel
(Jones et al., 2014, Metzler et al., 2015)
Logistical constraints (transportation, facility security and maintenance,
and liability) (Jones et al., 2014)
Statewide policies, initiatives, and legislation (Beighle & Morrow, 2014);
enactment of policies that encourage or mandate prevention efforts (Kelder
et al., 2014)
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From an ecological perspective, Sallis et al. (2008) pointed out that the “individual level
and many levels of external influence are integrated in a single framework, making it clear that
causation of behavior is widely distributed, not lodged in one or another source” (p.482).
Interventions should be composite or synergistic (King et al., 2002) and in order to effectively
intervene upon and promote PA behavior in any given population, it is important to understand
the influences that not only inhibit, but also those that facilitate the promotion of the targeted
behavior.
Facilitators
Recognizing PE teachers as the most qualified for CSPAP leadership roles (Beighle,
Erwin, Castelli, & Ernst, 2009), training programs have been designed to assist teachers in
becoming PA champions and advocates for QPE and PA in their respective schools. Most
recently, SHAPE America, in partnership with the LMAS program has begun to offer
professional development opportunities through the PAL Learning System and Training
(SHAPE, 2015c). Additionally, Castelli and Beighle (2007) suggested one of first steps a PE
teacher can take to lead or direct PA efforts is to join their school’s wellness team. In order for
the school staff/wellness teams to successfully expand the CSPAP model, more support
(financial, time, equipment, and personnel) (Deslatte & Carson, 2014), action plans, and an
overall dedication to the health of students is needed (Centeio et al., 2014b). Increased
incorporation of the CSPAP framework into Physical Education Teacher Education (PETE)
programs is also strongly recommended (Bulger, Housner, & Lee, 2008; Kelder et al, 2014).
Conceptual models have recently been proposed for more effective implementation and
sustainability of CSPAPs (Webster et al., 2015). One particular model is based on the premise of
internal-external partnerships, which include specific strategies such as community-based
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participatory research, communities of practice, and service learning. All three strategies serve
to complement the teacher (the CSPAP champion or leader) in implementation efforts (Webster
et al., 2015). Utilizing communities of practice and school-university partnerships can assist in
making professional development more scalable and sustainable (Bulger & Housner, 2009;
Castelli et al., 2013).
Similar to how the existence and sustainability of a coordinated school health program is
dependent on overall school environment, district infrastructure, and policy (Lohrmann, 2008),
the effectiveness of a CSPAP is also dependent on upstream influences (Kelder et al., 2014),
which consist of procedures and policy that can facilitate or inhibit overall implementation and
sustainability (IOM, 2013). Schools cannot be alone in making and sustaining the changes that
will influence the PA behaviors of the nation’s youth. Various stakeholders and multiple levels
of support are needed for effective change to take place (IOM, 2013).
Future Research and Methodological Considerations
Efforts are currently being made in schools to increase opportunities for PA and to help
students in achieving 60 minutes of MVPA per day (USDHHS, 2008). However, at this point it
is still unclear how many of these efforts are guided by the CSPAP model and if in fact fidelity
to the full CSPAP model is being achieved. It is becoming increasingly clear that one size does
not fit all when it comes to CSPAP and what works for one school, district, or county, may not
work the same in other similar settings. Customized approaches to CSPAP implementation,
extensive needs assessments, and additional feasibility studies are needed to thoroughly examine
each school (Jones et al., 2014) and to address contextualized barriers that may be inhibiting full
CSPAP adoption.
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Another recommendation is to utilize available resources such as the CSPAP Policy
Continuum (CDC, 2012) developed to support schools, districts, and states in the process of
CSPAP adoption. It is imperative to understand what school, district, and state level policies are
in place to support and facilitate effective adoption (Kelder et al., 2014; Mckenzie & Lounsbery,
2013) and how policy can serve to ensure sufficient opportunities are provided for students to
meet the daily recommendation of 60 minutes of MVPA. The CSPAP Policy Continuum
provides meaningful steps toward optimal policy and suggestions for monitoring the progress
and sustainability of each of the CSPAP components. The application and usability of the
Continuum has been demonstrated in recent research (Doolittle & Rukavina, 2015) and can be
used to assess the level of existing program elements to that of the five CSPAP components.
Further application of tools such as the Continuum (CDC, 2012) and the step-by-step CSPAP
guide for schools (CDC, 2013) will help direct the field toward evidence-based best practices.
Adherence to a comprehensive and multi-level approach to CSPAP implementation also
generates the need for additional theory-based research. To date, limited PA intervention studies
have utilized theory or models to guide intervention design (Ickes, Erwin, & Beighle, 2013).
Theory-based programs are supported because they are known to: “aid in the development of
measurable program outcomes, help in the design of interventions, provide a framework for
effective programming strategies, and increase the likelihood of successful replication” (Ickes et
al., 2013, p. 925). Future application of theories such as the diffusion of innovations (Webster et
al., 2015) and the SEM should be strongly considered for investigations into CSPAP components
and adoption of the full CSPAP model.
Complementary research methods, which utilize both quantitative and qualitative
measures, may advance our understanding of the complexities behind CSPAP and the
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interactions that take place within schools, PA behaviors of children and adolescents, and the
training and professional development of preservice and inservice teachers (Castelli, Carson, &
Kulinna, 2014). In accordance with McKenzie’s (2007) assertion that inservice professional
development and preservice preparation in PETE needed substantial revisions, future research is
still needed to examine both preservice and inservice PE teachers’ knowledge base and level of
preparedness in relation to effective CSPAP implementation (Webster et al., 2015). Although
various articles have addressed the implications for preservice teacher preparation and
purposeful integration of CSPAP components into existing curriculums (Karp, Scruggs, Brown,
& Kelder, 2014; McMullen, van der Mars, & Jahn, 2014), it is important to first understand what
factors and levels of influence are inhibiting the adoption of CSPAP in schools at this point in
time.
This review examined the extent to which the CSPAP framework is currently being
adopted and implemented in P-12 schools. Empirically, the reported outcomes associated with
each CSPAP component are minimal and the effect of full five-component interventions based
on the CSPAP model is still unknown. What is also not apparent is the magnitude of the ‘C’ in
CSPAP - how comprehensively the model needs to be implemented to be successful (Deslatte &
Carson, 2014), what PA outcomes can be achieved when all five components are in place (Erwin
et al., 2014), and the feasibility and potential of PE teachers’ attitudes toward implementing a
CSPAP (Centeio et al., 2014a).
With increased promotion and implementation of CSPAPs in schools across the country,
subsequent empirical studies need to be conducted to better understand the feasibility of adopting
the CSPAP framework into a sustainable practice. As evidenced by this review, future empirical
research is needed to answer some of these remaining implementation and feasibility questions,
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many of which can be best addressed by those standing on the front lines of CSPAP
implementation: the PE teachers. If PE teachers are going to assume a leadership role in the
adoption of CSPAP in schools, then a more extensive examination into the influence of PE
teachers on CSPAP related outcomes is warranted.
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2. A DESCRIPTIVE STUDY OF THE FACTORS INFLUENCING ADOPTION OF THE
COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL PHYSICAL ACTIVITY
PROGRAM IN P-12 SCHOOLS
Introduction
With an alarming 47% increase in the prevalence of overweight and obese children
between 1980 and 2013 (World Health Organization [WHO], 2015), increasing physical activity
(PA) in the youth population has become a public health priority. The first set of approved
guidelines to address this national issue was in 2008 with the Physical Activity Guidelines for
Americans (United States Department of Health and Human Services [USDHHS], 2008), that
recommended children and adolescents engage in at least 60 minutes of moderate to vigorous
physical activity (MVPA) on a daily basis. Additionally, with youth spending most of their
daily hours on school grounds, schools (Wechsler, McKenna, Lee, & Dietz, 2004) and physical
education (PE) programs were quickly identified as essential agencies of change for improving
PA and health behaviors (Sallis & McKenzie, 1991; Sallis et al., 2012).
To further support the public health agenda, the National Association for Sport and
Physical Education (NASPE) released a position statement in 2008, that recommended all prekindergarten through 12th grade (P-12) schools implement a Comprehensive School Physical
Activity Program (CSPAP). The CSPAP should include (a) quality physical education (QPE),
(b) PA during school, (c) before and after school PA, (d) staff involvement, and (e) family and
community engagement (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention [CDC], 2013; NASPE,
2008). The education sector of the 2010 National Physical Activity Plan (NPAP) later outlined
comprehensive strategies to be implemented in and around the school setting, and more
specifically to “provide access to and opportunities for high-quality, comprehensive PA
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programs, anchored by physical education, in Pre-kindergarten through grade 12 educational
settings” (NPAP, 2010, Education section, para. 4).
In 2013, the Institute of Medicine (IOM) reinforced the whole of school approach to PA
programming, recognizing the vital role of schools in the promotion of PA. The multicomponent CSPAP was identified within this approach as an effective strategy for increasing
opportunities for and for promoting lifetime PA (IOM, 2013). Most recently the CSPAP
framework was strongly endorsed by the nation’s largest organization of health and physical
educators, SHAPE America (2015a), formerly known as the American Alliance for Health,
Physical Education, Recreation and Dance (AAHPERD).
Despite the aforementioned national initiatives to promote increased PA opportunities
throughout the day, it is still unclear how these translate to the school setting, how much of the
individual efforts within the schools are being guided by CSPAP, and how much of the CSPAP
is being implemented and sustained in schools (Hunt & Metzler, 2017). Although there have
been research studies examining CSPAP and the individual components, the last empirical
research study investigating CSPAP implementation practices with a national population was a
survey conducted in 2011 (AAHPERD). The CSPAP Survey was intended as a baseline survey
and when conducted again could be used to assess trends in PA and mark progress based on the
strategies outlined in the educational sector of the 2010 NPAP (AAHPERD, 2011; NPAP, 2010).
Since the distribution of the survey report in 2011, national endorsement (IOM, 2013; SHAPE
America, 2015a) for CSPAPs has increased, “step by step guides” for CSPAP implementation
(CDC, 2013; SHAPE America, 2015a) have been created, and concerted efforts to prepare
schools (LMAS, n.d.) and Physical Activity Leaders (PALS; SHAPE America, 2015b) to
successfully implement a CSPAP have been made. Subsequent empirical studies and updated
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data are needed to further understand how CSPAP has progressed in recent years. To specifically
address the paucity of literature on this topic, the following study was designed to provide an upto-date glimpse into: (a) the degree of CSPAP implementation and adoption in schools; (b)
existing barriers and facilitators and the relative influence on CSPAP adoption; and (c) the
influential role of PE teachers on the process.
Theoretical Framework
CSPAP. A CSPAP is defined as a multi-component approach by which schools use all
opportunities for students to be physically active, meet the nationally recommended 60 minutes
of PA each day, and develop the knowledge, skills, and confidence to be physically active for a
lifetime. A CSPAP includes five components: QPE, before and after school PA, PA during
school, staff involvement, and family and community engagement (CDC, 2013; SHAPE
America, 2015a).
For the purpose of this study, the Comprehensive School Physical Activity Programs: A
Guide for Schools (CDC, 2013) is utilized to provide descriptions and examples for each CSPAP
component section in the survey questionnaire. The collaborative guide developed by the CDC
(2013) and SHAPE America offers the following descriptions for each CSPAP component:
§

Quality Physical Education

Academic subject that serves as the foundation of the CSPAP. As defined by SHAPE
America, a quality PE program includes the opportunity to learn, meaningful content,
appropriate instruction, and student and program assessment (p. 12);
§

Before and After School Physical Activity
Provides opportunities for all students, including those with special needs, to:
1. Practice what they have learned in PE.
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2. Work toward the nationally recommended 60 minutes of daily PA.
3. Become more adequately prepared for learning
4.

Engage in safe, social, and supervised activities.

5. Identify activities they enjoy and might engage in long term.
Examples may include walk and/or bike to school programs, PA clubs, intramural
programs, informal recreation or play on school grounds, PA in school-based
child care programs, integrating PA in homework during out of school hours, and
interscholastic sports (p. 14);
§

Physical Activity During School
In addition to PE, schools can offer PA in a variety of settings during the school

day. Examples may include recess, PA integrated into classroom lessons, PA breaks in
and outside the classroom, and lunchtime clubs or intramural programs (p. 14);
§

Staff Involvement
School employees play an integral role in a school's CSPAP. Examples may

include school employee wellness programs, school staff support of recess and other PA
offerings, and staff member integration of PA into classroom academic instruction (p.
15);
§

Family and Community Engagement
Family and community engagement in school-based PA programming provides

numerous benefits. Examples may include parent/guardian participation in evening or
weekend special events or serving as PE or PA volunteers; community involvement can
include maximum use of school and community resources, before or after school

36
community programs, or the establishment of joint-use or shared-use agreements with the
school (p. 16).
Social ecological model. Ecological models provide comprehensive frameworks for
understanding the multiple and interacting determinants of health behaviors (Sallis et al., 2008).
In an effort to intervene upon and promote PA in any given population, it is important to
understand the behaviors of the individuals and also the environmental influences on those
behaviors. Participation in PA is a health behavior that is influenced not only at the individual
level, but is also greatly impacted at multiple levels from the surrounding environment (King,
Stokols, Talen, Brassington, & Killingsworth, 2002). A multilevel approach is integral in
examining the variables surrounding PA. To successfully promote and facilitate social and
health behavior change, interventions must be a collaborative and multidisciplinary effort
(Golden & Earp, 2012).
Sallis et al. (2008) provided a very thorough description of the key elements of ecological
models and stated “the core concept of an ecological model is that behavior has multiple levels
of influences, often including intrapersonal (biological, psychological), interpersonal (social,
cultural), organizational, community, physical environmental, and policy (p. 466). Metzler,
McKenzie, van der Mars, Barrett-Williams, and Ellis (2013) also discussed the social ecological
model (SEM) and the different levels of influence within the context of their proposed Health
Optimizing Physical Education (HOPE) curriculum model, a comprehensive approach designed
for schools to assist students in acquiring the requisite skills and knowledge to promote PA for a
lifetime (see Figure 2.1 below for a visual representation of the SEM utilized by Metzler et al.
(2013) to depict the various levels of influence).
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Figure 2.1 Social ecological model
The Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority (2010) also provided a thorough
description of how a SEM was contextualized within the school setting:
At the center of the SEM are individuals (school-age children and youths in this
application) who are surrounded by interpersonal influences that include family, teachers,
and peers (social environments); agencies and organizations that create policies that
govern those environments (e.g., school boards, government); natural and built physical
environments in the community where people can be physically active or receive
information and support to be active (e.g., recreational spaces, schools, parks, worksites,
and homes); and, finally, the surrounding context in which individuals live that reflects
values, customs, economics, and social conditions (public policy; as cited in Metzler et
al., 2013, p. 44).
In discussing interventions based on the SEM model, King et al. (2002) hypothesized that
to be effective, interventions should be “composite or synergistic” (p. 18). This parallels SHAPE
America’s (2015a) description of the CSPAP framework that includes five synergistic
components. Health and behavioral change, such as the participation in PA, has been
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recognized as an interrelated and complex process, leading to a more favorable ecological
orientation (Stokols, 1996). Current research in the field, as well as corresponding intervention
design, is now shifting toward a much broader scope of inquiry and encompassing more
comprehensive, multilevel approaches to PA promotion (Metzler et al., 2013). Sallis et al.
(2008) proposed multi-level intervention as the most effective for changing behaviors because of
the nature of interacting influences on behaviors.
In a review of intervention articles based on the social ecological approach, Golden and
Earp (2012) differentiate between the social ecological levels by desired change. The authors
discussed how intrapersonal level interventions aim for individual change (i.e. knowledge,
beliefs, and skills). Additionally, the interpersonal-level and institutional-level interventions are
targeted at changes in social relationships and organizational environments. In contrast,
commonly used theoretical frameworks, such as the diffusion theory (Rogers, 2003), are
referenced by Golden and Earp (2012) as being focused more on the process of change and can
be used to guide higher level social and behavioral change.
Diffusion of innovations. Everett Rogers (2004) defines diffusion as “the process
through which an innovation, defined as an idea perceived as new, spreads via certain
communication channels over time among the members of a social system” (p. 13). Roger’s
diffusion model is a generalizable theoretical framework (2004) that can be applied to various
processes of innovation adoption and social change, and for the intent of this study, the adoption
and diffusion process of CSPAPs in P-12 schools. The whole of school approach is not a new
concept, yet adopting a full five-component CSPAP to better align PE with public health goals
(Sallis & McKenzie,1991; Sallis et al., 2012) has not been prioritized in the school setting until
the last few years.
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As described by Rogers (2003), the characteristics of an innovation help explain
differences in rates of adoption and therefore were purposely integrated into the survey
questionnaire items related to teacher perceptions about the CSPAP (as the innovation):
1. Relative advantage is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as better than the
idea it supersedes. The greater the perceived relative advantage of an innovation, the
more rapid its rate of adoption will be.
2. Compatibility is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being consistent
with the existing values, past experiences, and needs of potential adopters. An idea that
is incompatible with the values and norms of a social system will not be adopted as
rapidly as an innovation that is compatible.
3. Complexity is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as difficult to understand
and use. New ideas that are simpler to understand are adopted more rapidly than
innovations that require the adopter to develop new skills and understandings.
4. Trialability is the degree to which an innovation may be experimented with on a
limited basis. An innovation that is trialable represents less uncertainty to the individual
who is considering it for adoption, as it possible to learn by doing.
5. Observability is the degree to which the results of an innovation are visible to others.
The easier it is for individuals to see the results of an innovation, the more likely they are
to adopt (p. 15).
Research in this area has indicated these five qualities as the most important attributes of
innovations when attempting to explain the rate of adoption. Relative advantage and
compatibility have been noted as particularly important for explaining adoption rates (Rogers,
2003).
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Purpose and Research Questions
This descriptive study was intended to provide additional insight into the extent of
CSPAP adoption and implementation in P-12 schools. Guided by the CSPAP framework (CDC,
2013, SHAPE America, 2015a), the SEM (Sallis, Owen, & Fisher, 2008), and the diffusion of
innovations theory (Rogers, 2003), the overarching purpose of this research was to gain a better
understanding of CSPAP adoption in P-12 schools and the contextual factors inhibiting and
facilitating the process. Specifically, the research was framed by the following questions and
sub-questions:
1. To what extent is the CSPAP currently being adopted in P-12 schools?
a. Which specific components are being implemented?
b. To what degree are the components being implemented?
2. How do various teacher characteristics (knowledge, training, and attitude) facilitate or
inhibit CSPAP adoption?
a. Does inservice CSPAP teacher training have an impact on the number of
CSPAP components implemented?
b. What are teacher perceptions towards the CSPAP as an innovation?
3. What contextual factors are inhibiting CSPAP adoption in P-12 schools?
a. At which levels of influence do barriers exist?
b. What are the barriers cited for each component?
4. What contextual factors are facilitating CSPAP adoption in P-12 schools?
a. At which levels of influence do facilitators exist?
b. What are the facilitators cited for each component?
5. To what extent is the CSPAP contributing to overall PA outcomes in students?
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6. To what extent is the CSPAP sustainable in schools?
Methodology
Design
A quantitative survey research design was utilized to address the proposed research
questions. An online survey questionnaire was created to address the scope and overarching
purpose of the study, with sub-sections of the questionnaire structured to reflect specific
constructs derived from the three theoretical frameworks (CSPAP, SEM, and diffusion of
innovations).
Population and Sampling
The target population for this study was P-12 PE teachers in the United States who were
identified in recent literature as the most qualified for CSPAP leadership roles (Beighle, Erwin,
Castelli, & Ernst, 2009). The inclusion criteria consisted of elementary, middle, and high school
PE teachers, who were employed as a part-time or full-time PE teacher during the 2015-2016
academic year. This criterion provided a full academic year for participants to base responses
upon. Additionally, this criterion served to eliminate first-year teachers (in the 2016-2017
academic year) who had not completed a full year in the teaching profession. Email was used as
the primary non-probability sampling method to distribute the online survey questionnaire and to
obtain a convenience sample (of members and/or subscribers) from four established PE
organizations and their respective online PE platforms.
Of the 98 participants who started the survey, 3 did not provide consent to participate and
1 additional participant dropped out of the survey following this first screening question. From
this sample of 94, 19 additional participants indicated they did not teach PE in a P-12 school
during the 2015-2016 school year, 2 did not continue with the questionnaire, and one indicated
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they were teaching outside of the United States. Therefore, the final sample (n) used for data
analysis consisted of 72 participants. Response rate for this study could not be calculated due to
non-probability sampling and the undefined population.
Data Collection
Instrumentation. The survey instrument was created and distributed through the use of
Qualtrics Survey Software. Prior to distribution, the survey instrument was reviewed for content
validity by a panel of three experts in the field of PE and/or PA promotion. The experts were
given a preliminary version of the survey questionnaire to assist in determining the extent to
which the CSPAP adoption survey questionnaire accurately measured what it was designed to
measure, “the degree to which a sample of items, taken together, constitute an adequate
operational definition of a construct” (Polit & Beck, 2006, p. 490), and to what degree each
question would provide data that would contribute to the proposed research and sub-research
questions for this study. The experts were asked for additional input based on their knowledge
and expertise related to CSPAP adoption and PA promotion. During this preliminary phase, the
survey questionnaire was also pilot tested by PE teachers at each grade level (elementary,
middle, and high school) for overall clarity, flow, and readability. Cronbach’s alpha (a)
measured reliability (internal consistency) of the survey questionnaire scaled items. An
acceptable level of reliability for this study was indicated by a score of r ≥ .70 (Tavakol &
Dennick, 2011).
The survey was designed to take approximately 15-20 minutes for participants to
complete and consisted of both open and closed response items. The questionnaire was divided
into the following 10 sections:
1. Introduction and participant consent.
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2. Teacher and school background.
3. The CSPAP model.
4. Quality physical education.
5. Before and after school physical activity
6. Physical activity during school.
7. Staff involvement.
8. Family and community engagement.
9. Existing CSPAP components in school.
10. No CSPAP components in school.
The participants were guided through the survey and the separate sections depending on the
answers they provided relative to the CSPAP components and programs at their school. Only
those who indicated having no active CSPAP components were directed to the last section
(section 10). Regardless of the number of implemented CSPAP components or programs, all
participants were asked questions related to personal CSPAP knowledge and training, barriers
and facilitators to CSPAP implementation (SEM), and perceptions of CSPAP characteristics
(diffusion of innovations). A full version of the survey instrument is provided in Appendix A.
Many of the questionnaire items were constructed to potentially provide overlapping
information with respect to the three guiding theoretical frameworks. For example, the
synergistic design of the CSPAP and each of the components inherently fall into the categorical
levels of influence within the SEM (Metzler et al., 2013). Therefore, many of the survey
questionnaire items related to each CSPAP component not only provided information on the
CSPAP itself, but also contributed to data related to the SEM and the various levels of influences
(i.e. barriers and facilitators). Refer to Appendix B for an organizational matrix developed by the
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researcher to demonstrate how individual survey items addressed the research questions and
theoretical frameworks used for the study.
Procedures. Following approval from the Georgia State University Institutional Review
Board, data were collected starting in mid-December 2016 for approximately 12 weeks in the
form of a self-administered, confidential, online survey. Because this survey questionnaire was
conducted electronically, a signature indicating consent could not be obtained. Therefore, a
waiver of documentation of informed consent was provided at the start of the survey
questionnaire and included all required elements of consent (Georgia State University, 2015).
The subject indicated consent when they agreed to participate in the research study by clicking
on the survey link. Participants were also made aware that data sent over the Internet may not be
secure. Appendix C represents the waiver of documentation of informed consent that appeared
prior to the participant seeing the first survey question. The informed consent form was written at
a 9.8 grade reading level according to the Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level readability test. The
estimated lowest reading level of this population was 12th grade.
The survey was distributed to PE teachers through four established national organizations
and their respective online PE platforms: (a) PE Central (www.pecentral.org); (b) Physical and
Health Education [PHE] America (www.pheamerica.org); (c) Online Physical Education
Network [OPEN] (www.openphysed.org); and (d) SHAPE America (www.shapeamerica.org).
Survey distribution consisted of an email sent to individual representatives for each of the
aforementioned national organizations, who at various times during data collection (depending
on each organizations’ distribution schedule) would distribute the survey information to current
members/subscribers. The email consisted of an introductory research letter that included
objectives for the research study, preliminary participant inclusion criteria, and the active survey
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link (refer to Appendix D for the survey introduction letter). Because it was possible that
multiple PE teachers from the same school could receive the request to participate in the survey
research, it was recommended the PE departments discuss the most appropriate individual (e.g.
department head, CSPAP champion, or school wellness committee leader) to participate. This
assisted in limiting survey responses to one individual PE teacher per school. The following
section provides a brief overview of the four organizations and how each assisted in distributing
the survey to the target population of PE teachers.
PE Central is a “web site that provides information about developmentally appropriate
physical education practices and programs” (PE Central, 2017). PE Central has approximately
37,000 subscribers, with PE teachers comprising an estimated 90% of the total subscribers.
During the data collection period, the survey link was included in multiple e-newsletters that
were sent from the organizational contact directly to subscribers. The survey was also posted
directly to the PE Central Facebook page, which at the time of distribution consisted of
approximately 6600 members. PHE America (previously pelinks4U) is a “non-profit dedicated
to promoting active and healthy lifestyles” (PHE America, 2017). The survey was distributed to
PHE America subscribers through an email listserv. At the time of distribution, there was an
estimated 30,000 PHE America subscribers.
OPEN (Online Physical Education Network) is an online network that provides free K-12
curriculum resources to PE teachers. In addition to curricular resources, OPEN offers
professional development opportunities, webinars, and educational blogs for members (OPEN,
2017). Survey distribution was facilitated by OPEN Development Council members through the
use of subscriber email listservs and four social media outlets (Facebook®, Twitter®, Google
+™, and LinkedIn® professional networking services). SHAPE America, “the nation’s largest
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organization of health and physical educators” serves as host to the SHAPE America exchange.
This includes an online PE community blog for health and PE professionals (SHAPE America,
2017). This platform allowed for multiple online postings of the survey link.
Additionally, in an effort to recruit to recruit more participants and increase overall
geographic diversity within the sample, the researchers contacted SHAPE America Executive
Directors in the five largest states within each geographic district. SHAPE America stateaffiliated organizations are divided into 6 geographic districts. The largest states for each district
were selected based on total population retrieved from the U.S. Census Bureau
(http://www.census.gov/data/tables/2016/demo/popest/state-total.html). SHAPE America
Executive Directors within each state were asked to distribute the survey through an email to
current members within their respective state-affiliated SHAPE organization (refer to Appendix
E for the email template and Appendix F for the individual states contacted).
Data Analysis
Data collected from the survey instrument in the Qualtrics Survey Software were
exported and analyzed descriptively. No identifying information was required from the
participants in the survey questionnaire. The participant was given the option to provide his/her
email address at the completion of the survey in the event the researcher needed to clarify
responses from the questionnaire. No responses required clarification during data analysis and
therefore, no email addresses were used. All survey data was stored on a password and firewall
protected computer.
Descriptive statistical reports were generated to explore CSPAP adoption trends in
relation to (a) teacher, school, and PE program characteristics; (b) the implementation of the full
five-component CSPAP and individual CSPAP components; (c) teacher CSPAP knowledge,
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level of preparedness for CSPAP implementation, and overall perceptions regarding CSPAPs;
(d) contextual factors serving to facilitate or inhibit the process (e) the extent to which CSPAPs
contribute to student PA outcomes; and (f) the extent to which CSPAPs are sustainable.
Deductive coding was used to complement this descriptive analysis and consisted of categorizing
open-ended responses (i.e. factors facilitating or inhibiting the process) into pre-established
codes (SEM levels of influence). Following the coding process, frequency counts were
performed to further organize the data and examine which ecological level of influence included
the most facilitators to CSPAP adoption.
The Statistical Program for the Social Sciences (SPSS 24.0) was used for additional
statistical analyses in this study. Pearson correlation coefficient and Chi-square test of
independence were calculated (p < .05) to compare selected teacher characteristics and reported
number(s) of implemented CSPAP components.
Results
The first section of results includes descriptive summaries related to participant
demographics: teacher characteristics, grade level representation (Table 2.1), state representation
(Table 2.2), and PE program characteristics (Table 2.3). This information provides overall
context for the sample of PE teachers who participated in the study. Subsequent results are
organized by each of the primary research questions, as well as the supporting sub-research
questions. The sample size (n) for each question within the results will vary due to the branching
nature of the survey items and the way in which participants were guided through the separate
sections of the survey depending on the answers they provided relative to the CSPAP
components and programs at their school.
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Participant Demographics
Teacher characteristics. A total of 72 PE teachers were included in the final analysis
for this study. Within this sample, 63.9% (n = 46) were female and the mean age was 50.6 years
(Range 25 to 66 years). In regards to their position as a PE teacher, 98.6% reported being
certified in PE and 91.7% of the positions held were full-time. Appendix G includes additional
types of positions reported (not full-time). Years of experience in teaching PE was between 2.5
to 43 years (M = 21.3, SD = 10.6).
Grade level and district representation. As signified in Table 2.1, just under half
(47.2%) of all participants taught at the elementary level (PreK-5 and K-5 levels combined).
Additional open-ended responses (in Appendix G) represent different combinations of teaching
at the elementary level. Table 2.2 depicts the representation of participants by Shape America
district. The highest number of participants (36.1%) were from states in the Southern district. Of
the 28 states represented in the survey, the top four states in terms of participating teachers were
Georgia (7), North Carolina (6), Washington (6), and Texas (5).
Table 2.1
Grade Level Representation
Percent
Frequency
Grade Level
(%)
Count
Elementary (PreK-5)
6.9
5
Elementary (K-5)
40.3
29
Middle (6-8)
15.3
11
High School (9-12)
18.1
13
Other*
19.4
14
Total
100.0
72 (n)
Note. *See Appendix G for open-ended responses.
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Table 2.2
District Representation
SHAPE District
Central
Eastern
Midwest
Northwest
Southern
Southwest
Total

Percent
(%)
12.6
12.6
19.6
9.7
36.1
9.8
100.0

Frequency
Count
9
9
14
7
26
7
72 (n)

Physical education program characteristics. On average, the PE department of the
participating teachers included an average of 2.4 full-time certified PE teachers (SD = 2.5, n =
70). The characteristics of the corresponding PE programs of the participating teachers are
provided in Table 2.3 below. The most common reported frequency of PE class was two
days/week (31.0%), followed by five days per week (18.3%). The most frequently reported
length of PE class was 45 minutes (36.6%), followed by 30 minutes in length (18.3%). The
typical size for a PE class was 20-24 (31.0%), 25-29 (28.2%), and 30-34 (15.5%). The combined
results indicate that approximately 75% of the participating teachers taught PE classes with 2034 students per class. The frequency, length, and class capacity (size) of PE classes are variables
most often determined by individual state requirements for PE and are different across grade
levels. Although further examination in this area was not performed within the analysis of the
study, Table 2.3 provides descriptive information related to most prevalent PE program and class
characteristics of the study participants.
Three additional questions were included to supplement the PE program data and used to
gather information related to school level programming and overall support for PA and wellness
initiatives at the schools. Participants were asked if they had a committee in place at their school
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that was responsible for overall wellness goals and programs at the school (i.e. wellness
committee). Of the 65 teachers responding to this item, 55.4% (n = 36) indicated having a
committee in place. The teachers were also asked if they (and their department) had conducted a
formal needs assessment of the program prior to implementing any CSPAP components. Only
35% of the 63 teachers indicated they had conducted a needs assessment (n = 22), with the CDC
School Health Index serving as the most utilized assessment tool (54.6%, n = 12), followed by
the CDC Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System (YRBSS); (22.7%, n = 5). The Alliance for
Healthier Generation (n = 4) was also stated as “other” although it should be grouped with the
CDC School Health Index responses.
Table 2.3
PE Program Characteristics
Frequency of PE class
1 day/week
2 days/week
3 days/week
4 days/week
5 days/week
Every 6th day
Other*
Total
Length of PE class
(minutes)
30
40
45
50
55
70
Other*
Total
Size of PE class
10-14 students
15-19 students

Percent
(%)
15.5
31.0
15.5
1.4
18.3
1.4
16.9
100.0
18.3
11.3
36.6
14.1
8.5
1.4
9.9
100.0
2.8
7.0

Frequency
Count
11
22
11
1
13
1
12
71 (n)
13
8
26
10
6
1
7
71 (n)
2
5
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20-24 students
31.0
22
25-29 students
28.2
20
30-34 students
15.5
11
35-39 students
2.8
2
40-44 students
8.5
6
45-49 students
1.4
1
75-79 students
2.8
2
Total
100.0
71 (n)
Note. *See Appendix G for open-ended responses.
Research Question #1: To what extent is the CSPAP currently being adopted in P-12
schools?
To address the first research question and examine CSPAP as a full model, the following
section is organized by each CSPAP component. Based on provided characteristics of a CSPAP,
as defined in the Comprehensive School Physical Activity Programs: A Guide for Schools
(CDC, 2013), participants were asked to indicate if any programs related to the CSPAP
component were in place during the 2015-2016 year. If the response was yes, they were directed
to a table with a series of subsequent questions related to the component and the associated
programming.
For each CSPAP component, a text summary is included with reported percentages of
implementation and existence of the component in schools (i.e. if the component/program was in
place). Descriptive tables are also included to represent the degree to which the component is
implemented at the school. Each table consists of reported estimates from the participants on
the following data (frequency of program in days per week, participation by estimated total
number of students, estimated contribution to daily PA in minutes, and program existence in total
years). The final two tables in this section include summary data related to the extent to which
the full CSPAP model is implemented (based on active components reported) and the percentage
of teachers who perceived having a full CSPAP model in place.
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Quality physical education. Participants were asked if their school had a QPE program
in place during the 2015-2016 school year. For teachers reporting on this CSPAP component (n
= 70), 81.4% reported having a QPE program in place. Although QPE is known to be the
foundation of the CSPAP model, this research study did not include a further analysis of QPErelated programming, or the degree to which QPE is being implemented in the schools. The
intent of this study was to address the gap in literature related to the four additional components
designed to complement existing QPE programs.
Before and after school physical activity. Participants were asked if their school had
any before and after school PA programs in place during the 2015-2016 school year. For all
teachers reporting on this survey item (n = 69), 43 teachers (62.3%) reported having at least one
before and after school PA program in place. The following Table 2.4 demonstrates the degree
to which the before and after school PA component is being implemented in the schools and
provides descriptive information related to specific programming respective of this component.
Table 2.4
Before and After School PA Programming
Program
(n/% of 43 teachers who
indicated having component)

Frequency
(days/week)

Participation
(total # of
students)

Contribution
to PA
(mins)

Program
Existence
(years)

PA clubs
(n = 27/62.8%)

M

2.2

67.6

46.5

8.3

SD

1.3

68.3

18.4

7.4

Informal recreation or
play (on school grounds)
(n = 21/48.8%)

M

4.8

361.2

63.0

17.1

SD

1.0

349.8

124.8

14.6

Interscholastic sports
(n = 17/39.5%)

M

4.3

167.8

81.3

28.3

SD

1.3

168.6

26.0

24.9

PA in school-based child
care programs
(n = 14/32.6%)

M

4.7

76.8

48.2

12.5

SD

1.1

59.7

412.0

7.4
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Intramural programs
(n = 13/30.2%)

M

2.8

57.8

53.1

8.5

SD

1.4

26.5

14.5

4.1

Walk/bike to school
(n = 9/20.9%)

M

3.4

114.8

30.8

13.4

SD

2.3

132.6

19.6

11.9

Integration of PA in
M
3.0
101.0
homework (out of school)
SD
1.9
62.3
(n = 5/11.6%)
Note. *See Appendix G for “Other” open-ended responses.

45.0

6.8

21.2

5.7

Physical activity during school. Participants were asked if their school had any PA
during school programs in place during the 2015-2016 school year. For all teachers reporting on
this survey item (n = 68), 52 teachers (76.5%) reported having at least one PA during school
program in place. The following Table 2.5 demonstrates the degree to which the PA during
school component is being implemented in the schools and provides descriptive information
related to specific programming respective of this component.
Table 2.5
PA During School Programming
Program
(n/% of 52 teachers who
indicated having component)

Frequency
(days/week)

Participation
(total # of
students)

Contribution
to PA
(mins)

Program
Existence
(years)

Recess
(n = 36/69.0%)

M

5.0

444.9

28.6

19.8

SD

0.0

301.3

19.7

14.7

PA breaks in and
outside classroom
(n = 28/53.8%)

M

4.0

424.8

16.7

8.2

SD

1.4

503.8

19.6

7.5

Classroom-based PA
(n =19/36.5%)

M

4.3

355.1

28.9

7.4

SD

1.2

487.2

49.8

5.7

Intramural programs
(n = 10/19.2%)

M

3.1

70.5

46.5

8.7

SD

1.7

55.5

16.5

7.5

Lunchtime club

M

3.6

83.0

23.0

6.6

54
(n = 5/9.6%)

SD

1.5

33.5

6.7

2.7

Drop-in recess
(secondary)
(n = 2/3.8%)

M

5.0

175.0

22.5

7.5

SD

0.0

106.1

10.6

3.5

Note. *See Appendix G for “Other” open-ended responses.
Staff involvement. Participants were asked if their school had any staff involvement
programs in place during the 2015-2016 school year. For teachers reporting on this CSPAP
component (n = 67), 30 teachers (44.8%) reported having at least one staff involvement program
in place. The following Table 2.6 demonstrates the degree to which the staff involvement
component is being implemented in the schools and provides descriptive information related to
specific programming respective of this component.
Table 2.6
Staff Involvement Programming
Program
(n/% of 30 teachers who
indicated having component)
School staff members
participated in PA on school
grounds (outside of school
hours)
(n = 15/50%)
School staff members
participated in PA during
school hours
(n = 14/46.7%)
School staff members
integrated PA into classroom
academic instruction (PA
minutes based on avg. student
not staff member)
(n =14/46.7%)
Professional development
and/or resources have been
provided to staff to integrate
PA into academic lessons
(n = 13/43.3%)

Frequency Participation Contribution Program
(days/week)
(total # of
to PA
Existence
students)
(mins)
(years)
M

3.3

20.9

52.0

4.8

SD

1.5

25.3

14.6

3.4

M

2.9

21.1

42.1

6.4

SD

1.6

28.7

20.6

5.8

M

4.0

61.3

18.1

4.9

SD

1.3

71.0

18.8

2.9

M

1.7

38.0

28.5

4.8

SD

1.2

27.8

17.8

3.3
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Family and community engagement. Participants were asked if their school had any
family and community engagement programs in place during the 2015-2016 school year. For
teachers reporting on this CSPAP component (n = 66), 29 teachers (43.9%) reported having at
least one family and community engagement program in place. Table 2.7 demonstrates the
degree to which the physical activity during school component is being implemented in the
schools and provides descriptive information related to specific programming that falls under this
component.
Table 2.7
Family and Community Engagement Programming
Program
(n/% of 29 teachers who
indicated having component)
Our school has a joint use
agreement for PA programming
(community use of school
facilities and school use of
community facilities)
(n = 18/62.1%)
Our school actively promotes
community use of outdoor
spaces outside of school hours
(n = 14/48.3%)
Our school actively promotes
community use of indoor
spaces outside of school hours
(n = 12/41.3%)

Frequency Participation Contribution Program
(days/week)
(total # of
to PA
Existence
students)
(mins)
(years)
M

4.4

143.1

61.0

14.5

SD

1.9

162.1

13.3

12.9

M

4.8

154.6

67.5

22.3

SD

2.0

168.4

13.6

15.5

M

3.7

169.4

66.0

17.7

SD

2.1

198.8

17.6

15.7

CSPAP as a model. The final two tables in this section include summary data related to
the degree to which the full CSPAP model is being implemented (and is perceived to be
implemented) in schools. Table 2.8 depicts the extent to which the full CSPAP model is
implemented in schools and is based on summative data from teacher responses as to whether the
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component was implemented during the 2015-2016 school year. Based on the results, 20.3% of
schools (out of an n of 69 schools represented) have a full CSPAP model in place. Schools with
2 or 3 components in place make up the next highest frequency (21.7% for each).
The second table (Table 2.9) is based on a single dichotomous survey item that was
included towards the conclusion of the questionnaire, “Based on your responses to this survey,
would you say that you currently have a full CSPAP model at your school?”. The data from this
survey item were then compared to the components reported (Table 2.8), specifically those that
reported having all 5 components (20.3%). When asked if a full CSPAP model was in place,
only 16.4% teachers indicated such. Although the number of responding teachers differed for
each survey item, the proximity in percentages between the two items provides additional insight
into overall teacher understanding of CSPAP as a holistic and comprehensive model.
Table 2.8
Extent to Which Full CSPAP Model Is Implemented (by number of components)
CSPAP Components
Implemented
No components
1 component
2 components
3 components
4 components
5 components
Total

Percent
(%)
2.9
14.5
21.7
21.7
18.8
20.3
100.0

Frequency
Count
2
10
15
15
13
14
69 (n)

Table 2.9
Teachers Reporting Having a Full CSPAP Model in School
Response
Yes
No
Total

Percent
(%)
16.4
83.6
100.0

Frequency
Count
10
51
61 (n)
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Pearson correlations were used to examine the reported number(s) of implemented
CSPAP components (Table 2.8) in relation to three teacher demographic variables (gender, age,
and years of experience teaching PE). No significant relationships were found between those
demographic variables and the number of implemented CSPAP components. Chi-square tests of
independence were also calculated to compare grade level taught by teacher and existence of
wellness committees with the number of implemented CSPAP components. The relationship
between grade level and number of CSPAP components was statistically significant, X2 (20, N =
69) = 33.2, p < .03), with the elementary level demonstrating a positive relationship with the
degree of CSPAP implementation.

Additionally, the relationship between having a wellness

committee in place and the number of implemented components was examined. Although not
statistically significant, X2 (5, N = 64) = 10.1, p < .07), teachers who indicated having a wellness
committee at their school more frequently reported having a full five component CSPAP model
in place compared to those who did not have a wellness committee.
Research Question #2: How do various teacher characteristics (knowledge, training, and
attitude) facilitate or inhibit CSPAP adoption?
With the recognition of PE teachers as the most qualified to lead CSPAP efforts in
schools, is imperative to understand some underlying characteristics and perceptions of the
teachers that may influence the process of CSPAP implementation and adoption in schools.
Teacher knowledge of CSPAP model. To examine teacher knowledge and awareness
related to CSPAP, participants were asked when they first became aware of (were exposed to)
CSPAP. As evidenced by the data included in Table 2.10 and additional open-ended responses,
approximately one-third of teachers first became aware of CSPAP through professional
development opportunities (33.9%). However, 23 participants indicated “Other” and provided
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additional occurrences in which they first became aware of CSPAP. Of those 23 individuals,
47.8% stated they were not aware of CSPAP until they received information related to the survey
in this research study.
Table 2.10
Teacher Awareness of CSPAP Model
Teacher Awareness
Percent
Frequency
(First Exposure to CSPAP)
(%)
Count
Professional development
33.9
22
(e.g. conference or workshop)
Publication (journal or book)
23.1
15
Graduate program
4.6
3
Undergraduate program
3.1
2
Other*
35.4
23
Total
100.0
65 (n)
Note. *See Appendix G for open-ended responses.
Teacher familiarity with CSPAP model. Using a Likert scale item, participants were
asked to rate their level of familiarity with the CSPAP model (see Table 2.11). Overall, the
majority of teachers were not familiar or only slightly familiar with the model. One participant
who responded as slightly familiar also added, “we do these items, but not labeled as CSPAP”.
When results are provided in aggregate, approximately 86% of PE teachers were not familiar,
slightly familiar, or moderately familiar with the CSPAP model. On the contrary, PE teachers
who are very familiar or extremely familiar with the model make up a small percentage of the 70
teachers who responded (14.2%).
Table 2.11
Teacher Familiarity with CSPAP Model
Level of Familiarity
Not familiar at all
Slightly familiar

Percent
(%)
31.4
34.3

Frequency
Count
22
24
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Moderately familiar
Very familiar
Extremely familiar
Total

20.0
7.1
7.1
100.0

14
5
5
70 (n)

Teacher CSPAP training. In an effort to examine the impact of inservice CSPAP
teacher training on the number of CSPAP components implemented, the survey participants were
asked about their participation in training and professional development opportunities
specifically related to CSPAP. Out of the 65 teachers who responded to this question, only 14
teachers (21.5%) had attended any training or professional development related to CSPAP. See
Table 2.12 for a percentage breakdown of responses related to the type of training and
professional development attended. Data provided in the subsequent Table 2.13 are based on 8 of
the 9 teachers who attended PAL training and consist of reported competency levels related to
implementing CSPAP components following the training.
Table 2.12
Teacher Training Related to CSPAP Model
Training Type
Physical Activity Leader (PAL) Training

Percent
(%)
64.3

Frequency
Count
9

(Let's Move Active Schools/SHAPE America)

State AHPERD (or SHAPE) session on
CSPAP
SHAPE America session on CSPAP
Director of Physical Activity (DPA)
Certification (NASPE)
District sponsored session on CSPAP
Other (e.g. state meeting, Spark training)
Total

50.0

7

42.9
14.3

6
2

14.3
14.3
n/a

2
2
28
(n =14)*
Note: *Teachers who responded to this question (n =14) indicated
attending more than one training (resulting in a frequency count of 28
total responses and a total percent beyond 100).
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A statistically significant negative relationship exists between teachers who attended any
training related to CSPAP and those having a full five component CSPAP in place, r(62) = -.33,
p < .01. A Chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the relationship between
teachers who were PAL trained and the number of implemented CSPAP components. The
relationship between the variables was not statistically significant, X2, (4, N=14) = 8.9, p = .06.
Pearson’s correlation coefficient, although not statistically significant, revealed a relationship
between teachers that were PAL trained and those that had a full 5 component CSPAP in place,
r(11) = .54, p = .06.
Table 2.13
Teacher Competency to Implement CSPAP components following PAL Training (n = 8)
Level of Competency

CSPAP
Component
Quality PE

12.5

0.0

0.0

12.5

75.0

12.5

0.0

0.0

62.5

25.0

12.5

12.5

0.0

50.0

25.0

12.5

12.5

37.5

25.0

0.0

25.0

25.0

25.0

PA Before
and After
School
PA During
School
Staff
Involvement

12.5

Family and
Community
Engagement

25.0

Somewhat
incompetent
(%)

Neither
incompetent
or competent
(%)

Extremely
incompetent
(%)

Somewhat Extremely
competent competent
(%)
(%)

In addition to training and professional development, PE teachers were asked what
resources they (and their department) used when deciding to implement one or more CSPAP
components. Of 63 teachers reporting on this item, the SHAPE America website was the most
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utilized resource (44.4%), followed by the 2013 CDC CSPAP Guide for Schools (15.9%).
Additional responses included Alliance for a Healthier Generation (website and inventory), Let’s
Move Active Schools, Action for Healthy Kids, and Fuel Up to Play 60. The CDC CSPAP
Policy Continuum (2012) was only utilized by 10% (n = 60) of the teachers.
Teacher attitude and perception related to CSPAP. To measure teacher perceptions
towards CSPAP as an innovation, a survey item was designed based on Roger’s (2003) diffusion
of innovations theoretical framework. More specifically, the participants were asked to rate their
level of agreement as it pertains to characteristics of CSPAP as an innovation (relative
advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability, and observability). As evidenced by the
neutral results in Table 2.14 below, the highest percentage of teachers neither agreed or
disagreed on the five different characteristics of CSPAP as innovation.
Table 2.14
Teacher Level of Agreement on Characteristics of CSPAP (n = 52)
Level of Agreement

Survey Item
(characteristic of
innovation)
[The CSPAP]
improves the quality of
our PE program.
(relative advantage)
[The CSPAP] can be
easily modified to fit
the needs of our
program.
(compatibility)
[The CSPAP] is easy
to understand.
(complexity)

Strongly
Disagree
(%)/
(Freq.
Count)

Somewhat
Disagree
(%)/
(Freq.
Count)

Neither
Agree or
Disagree
(%)/
(Freq.
Count)

Somewhat
Agree
(%)/
(Freq.
Count)

Strongly
Agree
(%)/
(Freq.
Count)

5.8(3)

3.9(2)

40.4(21)

30.8(16)

19.2(10)

3.9(2)

9.6(5)

40.4(21)

30.8(16)

15.4(8)

7.7(4)

9.6(5)

34.6(18)

32.7(17)

15.4(8)
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[The CSPAP] is easy
to implement.
(trialability)
[The CSPAP] produces
benefits for the
students that are easy
to see.
(observability)
[The CSPAP] produces
results that are easy to
measure.
(observability)

5.8(3)

15.4(8)

40.4(21)

23.1(12)

15.4(8)

5.8(3)

5.8(3)

36.5(19)

28.9(15)

23.1(12)

5.8(3)

11.5(6)

46.2(24)

23.1(12)

13.5(7)

Research Question #3: What contextual factors are inhibiting CSPAP adoption in P-12
schools?
Table 2.15 includes the ecological levels of influence (intrapersonal, interpersonal,
organizational, community, and public policy) outlined by Sallis et al. (2008), as well as a
summary of the most cited inhibitors (barriers) within each level that have the potential to
negatively influence CSPAP implementation, adoption, and sustainability in schools. The
inhibitors listed in the table are based on responses generated from four survey items asked in
relation to each CSPAP component. Deductive coding was used to categorize the open-ended
responses (i.e. factors inhibiting the process) into the pre-established codes (SEM levels of
influence). Sample responses from participating teachers were also included in Table 2.15 for
each ecological level of influence. An example for the before and after school PA component is
provided below to assist in clarifying this deductive reasoning process.
The first question, “To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Before and
After School Physical Activity Component at your school in helping students meet the nationallyrecommended 60 minutes of physical activity each day?” provided context for how the
participating teacher would rate the effectiveness of their component/programs (see Table 2.18
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for descriptive information related to this question). If the teacher indicated the component or
program was “not effective at all”, “slightly effective”, or “moderately effective”, they were
directed to the following question, “What would need to be in place at your school that allows
you to have an effective Before and After School Physical Activity component”. This provided
respective data in the form of open-ended responses, which then would be categorized into
“inhibitors” and also organized into the corresponding level of influence in which the researcher
deemed appropriate.
Additionally, participating teachers were asked the following question in the early stages
of the survey questionnaire, “During the 2015-2016 year, did your school have any Before and
After School Physical Activity programs in place?”. If the teacher responded “no”, they were
asked the subsequent question, “What would need to be in place at your school to implement the
Before and After School Physical Activity component? This also provided data in the form of
open-ended responses, which would be categorized into “inhibitors” and later coded (organized)
by corresponding level of influence.
The table represents a summary of the most relevant inhibitors related to overall CSPAP
adoption. A deeper examination into the most relevant and consistently cited inhibitors to
CSPAP implementation and adoption is provided in the discussion section of this paper.
Additionally, a full list of open-ended responses (organized by survey questionnaire item and
CSPAP component) is included in Appendix H. Further analysis of the inhibitors could be
warranted.
Table 2.15
Sociological Levels of Influence and Potential Inhibitors to CSPAP Adoption
Level of
Influence

Inhibitors

Sample Open-Ended Responses
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Intrapersonal

Interpersonal

Student level:
“Student accountability”;
§ Attitude
“there is no student interest in before school
§ Interest
physical activity programs”;
§ Motivation
“Students wanting to be more active, motivation”
Lack of teacher training “Professional development to pursue new ideas”
or professional
development
opportunities
Lack of teacher
knowledge

“more info for before school programs and teachers
to implement”

Lack of teacher time

“time in the bell schedule”, “our campus is
participating in the IB (international baccalaureate)
program and extra down time is dedicated to this
curriculum.
“Time to plan and organize [re: family/community
events]

Lack of involvement,
support, buy-in
(admin/staff/classroom
teachers)

“Coordination among staff, initiative put forth by
administration, [buy] in by staff”;
“Teachers place it low on priority list”;
“Complacencies by the other staff members”;
[Staff] “either have too much planning to do after
school or are too tired to stay after to exercise’
“Get more teachers motivated to buying into that
physical activity helps the students academically”

Social barriers
(socioeconomic status,
transportation issues,
conflicting schedules)

“We have a great deal of poverty so parents struggle
with picking up and dropping off children during
designated times”;
“Funding and transportation as many of our students
are lower economical students”;
“Many student participate in outside of school
athletic: hockey, basketball, soccer, dance,
gymnastics. I lot of families are busy with things
like this”

Parental/Family buy-in “family cooperation”;
“More members in our PTO”;
“Not sure but I know out of 620 students our PTO
consists of about 10 or less people”
“Parents are not involved in any after school at the
high school level. All activities are completed by
individuals hired by the district with background
clearances”
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Organizational Lack of resources:
“Funding. There is zero budget for physical
§ Finances,
education at my school”; “paying a teacher to do
funding
this before and after school”;
§ Facilities, space “Space is an issue since we share the gym with the
§ Staffing
Boys & Girls Club connected to ours school”;
§ Time
“gym instead of a multi-purpose room that I share
before and after school and a gym that doesn't
become a cafeteria every day at lunch time for 2
hrs.”
Lack of Support/buy-in “principal “buy-in”; “buy in from all personnel”;
“more principal support but it is like talking to the
wall”
Lack of culture/climate “Focus on all students whether they are associated
with sports teams or not”;
“Recess is available to the students but is not an
organized activity and it is used as a way to
encourage proper behavior by the loss of time
during recess”
School policy

“our contract would not allow for it [re: staff
involvement component] and in IL teachers are
required to have a 30-minute duty free
lunch...everything is about MONEY”
Community
Lack of transportation, “many students cannot stay after school due to
logistical issues
transportation issues”;
“Not enough personnel and many of our students
are bused to school, just in time for classes to begin
or leave to get home”
Public Policy PE requirements/policy “Have PE more often during the week. 1-2 days of
PE a week at 45 minutes each day; my school will
never reach the recommended number of hours a
year..”, “see student(s) more often”
“less testing, more PE Time”;
Academic testing
“We’d need for the district to stop state testing. The
state tests are more important; hence scheduling is
overridden and teachers are constantly using their
free time to work on preparing their classes to get
ready for the test”
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Research Question #4: What contextual factors are facilitating CSPAP adoption in P-12
schools?
Table 2.16 includes the five ecological levels of influence (Sallis et al., 2008) and a
summary of the most relevant facilitators with the potential of positively influencing CSPAP
implementation, adoption, and sustainability in schools. The facilitators listed in the table are
based on responses generated from two related survey questionnaire items asked in relation to
each CSPAP component. Deductive coding was used to categorize the open-ended responses
(i.e. factors facilitating the CSPAP adoption process) into pre-established codes (SEM levels of
influence). The before and after school PA component example will be continued here to further
demonstrate how specific survey questionnaire items were utilized for this deductive process of
analysis.
The same question, “To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Before and
After School Physical Activity Component at your school in helping students meet the nationallyrecommended 60 minutes of physical activity each day?” was also utilized for identifying
facilitators (see Table 2.17 for descriptive information related to this question). If the teacher
indicated the component was “very effective” or “extremely effective”, they were directed to the
following question, “What is in place at your school that allows you to have an effective Before
and After School Physical Activity component?”. This provided respective data in the form of
open-ended responses, which would be categorized into “facilitators” and then would be
organized further into the level of influence in which the researcher deemed appropriate.
Frequency counts were then performed on the SEM levels of influence and the associated
facilitators. This descriptive analysis assisted the researcher in determining the most relevant and
consistently cited facilitators. Further discussion on this information will be provided in the next
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section of this paper. Additionally, the full list of open-ended responses (organized by survey
questionnaire item and CSPAP component) is included in Appendix H. Similar to the wide array
of open-ended responses for the inhibiting factors, further analysis of the facilitators could be
warranted.
Table 2.16
Sociological Levels of Influence and Cited Facilitators to CSPAP Adoption
Level of
Influence
Intrapersonal

Facilitators

Sample Open-Ended Responses

Student interest/attitude

“Student buy-in”

Interpersonal

Teacher (knowledge,
attitude, experience,
willingness)

“2 NBCT dedicated, passionate physical education
teachers”;
“teachers who are willing to run these programs
outside of work hours”;
“Strong structure and discipline keeps children
moving and active”;
“young and healthy staff interested in helping”

Classroom teacher buy-in “PE teacher knowledgeable in recent research in
movement and the brain sharing information with
classroom teachers, classroom teachers who are
starting to see the benefits of students moving more”
Organizational Resources:
“CATCH”:
§ Effective
“Let's Move program”, “Alliance for a Healthier
programs/curriculu Generation Inventory”;
ms (standards“Marathon kids”;
based)
“curriculum with scope and sequence that follows
§ Adequate facilities, national PE standards”;
equipment
“We do an eat this not that in our tv station every
§ Staffing
month. We do hoops for heart. Local hospitals come
§ Wellness
in and do nutrition class”;
committee
“Teachers are willing to incorporate physical activity
into the school day with teacher-made activities as
well as using programs such as Go Noodle, Jammin'
Minutes, and Activity Works. Our school
participates in the Healthy Schools Program of the
Alliance for a Healthier Generation and LMAS”
“Faculty wellness program”;
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“we have a staff wellness program at our school in
which the majority of staff”

Community

Admin/staff buy-in and
support

“Supportive administration”;
“some teachers have participated in PAL training and
have shared those resources with other staff”

Culture/Climate

“Our district has developed a culture for wellness”;
“Healthy staff members lead by example”
“PE is very vocal about staying healthy and getting
exercise”

“Observable benefits”

“Teachers are aware, admin support, and seeing it
makes a difference with kids ability to sit and focus”
(re: PA during school);
“Teacher buy-in seeing that the students need activity
breaks”
“Community support and volunteers, community
education program”

Support
Programs/shared use
agreements

“Our after-school program is run by our local
YMCA”;
“science night, carnivals, etc.”;
“Local hospitals come in and do nutrition class”;
“School is used by community for recreational, sports
practices”
“We have joint use agreements that outside groups
may use our facilities and playground for physical
activity opportunities”

Leadership

“Great District and Community leaders” (note:
district leadership also can be coded as
organizational facilitator)

Public Policy Statewide policy

“State supported curriculum”

Research Question #5: To what extent is the CSPAP contributing to overall PA outcomes in
students?
Although this question was not the primary focus of the research, the data provide
relevant information related to the underlying premise behind implementing a CSPAP (to

69
increase opportunities for students to be physically active for the recommended 60 minutes per
day). Several survey items were included in the questionnaire to gather associated data on the
extent to which CSPAP is contributing to overall PA outcomes in students. First, data were
collected on teacher perceptions related to the effectiveness of each CSPAP component in
helping students meet the recommended 60 minutes per day of PA. Data related to estimated
student MVPA minutes per day and the most common methods used by teachers to measure
student PA levels were also analyzed descriptively. The four tables below represent summaries
of this information related to PA outcomes in schools.
Table 2.17
Perceived Effectiveness of CSPAP Components (in Helping Students Meet Recommended 60
Minutes per Day of PA)

CSPAP
Component
QPE
PA Before
and After
School
PA During
School
Staff
Involvement

Not
Effective
at all
(%)

Slightly Moderately
Effective Effective
(%)
(%)

Very
Extremely
Effective Effective
(%)
(%)

Total
(%)

(n/%)*

3.5

10.5

47.4

35.1

3.5

100

57/100

0.0

31.0

40.5

21.4

7.1

100

42/97.7

5.9

35.3

35.3

21.6

2.0

100

51/98.1

16.7

23.3

40.0

16.7

3.3

100

30/100

Family and
Community
0.0
20.7
55.2
20.7
3.5
100
29/100
Engagement
*Note: n represents sample teacher responses for this question. % indicates how many of the
sample n indicated having the component in place.
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Teachers were also asked to provide their best estimate on the number of daily minutes of
MVPA for an average student at their school. Table 2.18 displays the percentage and frequency
count (in order from largest to smallest) for each teacher response. Based on all responses (n =
60) the average estimated MVPA minutes was 20.8 minutes per day (SD = 7.86).
Table 2.18
Teacher Estimated Daily Minutes of MVPA for an Average Student
Estimated MVPA
(minutes per day)
30
60
20
45
25
15
40
5
50
75
10
35
55
100
140
Total

Percent
(%)
28.3
11.7
10.0
10.0
8.3
6.7
6.7
3.3
3.3
3.3
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
100.0

Frequency
Count
17
7
6
6
5
4
4
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
60 (n)

Although not statistically significant, the estimated daily minutes of student MVPA were
positively correlated with the total number of CSPAP components implemented, r(57) = .24, p =
.06. This finding verifies the need for additional empirical research to examine CSPAP related
outcomes.
The following table (Table 2.19) represents the variety of methods employed by the
teachers to measure the PA levels of students. Teachers were asked to check any methods
utilized to date. As indicated in the table, the different methods included direct observation by
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teacher, student self-report, pedometers, and accelerometers. In a follow up question, teachers
were then asked which were the most common methods (Table 2.20). Direct observation by
teacher(s) was the most common method of PA measurement utilized by 64.9% of teachers,
followed by the use of pedometers by 21.1% of teachers, and then student self-report, which was
utilized by 12.3%.
Table 2.19
Various Methods Utilized to Measure Student PA
Percent
Frequency
Method
(%)
Count
Direct observation by
82.5
52
teacher(s)
Student self-report
55.6
35
Pedometers
50.8
32
Accelerometers
3.2
2
Other *
27.0
17
None of the above
(do not measure PA)
7.9
5
Total
n/a
143 (n = 63) *
Note. *See Appendix G for open-ended responses. Teachers who
responded to this question (n =63) may have indicated using more than
one method (resulting in a frequency count of 143 total responses and a
total percent beyond 100).
Table 2.20
Most Common Methods Utilized to Measure Student PA
Method
Direct observation by teacher(s)
Pedometers
Student self-report
Other (classroom, club, and coach
observations during each particular activity)
Total

Percent Frequency
(%)
Count
64.9
37
21.1
12
12.3
7
1.8
1
100.0

57 (n)
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Research Question #6: To what extent is the CSPAP sustainable in schools?
Similar to the preceding research question, examining the sustainability of CSPAP is an
area of research best utilized after a more thorough understanding of CSPAP implementation and
adoption is attained. However, this preliminary data can be used to provide valuable insight into
some of the influential variables and facilitators with potential to contribute to increased
sustainability of CSPAP in the future.
When teachers indicated having a CSPAP component in place at their school, a follow up
question was utilized to determine how they perceived development (and sustainability) of the
component in two years, specifically if they saw the component increasing, decreasing, or
staying the same (see Table 2.21). Participants were also asked to provide an explanation for
their response to the survey item. The highest percentage of teachers indicated each of the four
components would stay the same in two years. For each component, teachers perceived the
component would increase versus decrease, with the highest perceived sustainability (increase)
indicated with the staff involvement component.
For the teachers indicating an increase in a component, the open-ended explanations
could be further analyzed and classified as potential “facilitators” to CSPAP adoption. If the
teacher indicated the component would decrease, the open-ended explanations could also be
further analyzed and classified as potential “inhibitors” to CSPAP adoption (see Appendix I for a
summary of these responses organized by each CSPAP component). Although the open-ended
response data related to sustainability are applicable to the CSPAP adoption process, the
researcher felt further analysis would be superfluous in addition to the deductive coding process
conducted on the facilitators and inhibitors from previous survey items.
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Table 2.21
Perceived Sustainability of CSPAP Components
CSPAP
Component
PA Before and
After School

Increasing
(%)

Decreasing
(%)

Staying
the same
(%)

27.91

16.28

55.81

Total
(%)

(n)

100

43

PA During
26.92
9.62
63.46
100
52
School
Staff
40.00
10.00
50.00
100
30
Involvement
Family and
Community
27.59
3.45
68.97
100
29
Engagement
Note. QPE was not included in this analysis because specific programs within
the QPE component were not the primary focus of this research study.
Discussion
The central purpose of this descriptive study was to provide additional insight into the
extent of CSPAP adoption and implementation in P-12 schools and to examine the contextual
factors inhibiting and facilitating the adoption process. Although there have been recent research
studies examining individual CSPAP components, the last empirical research study investigating
CSPAP implementation and adoption practices with a national population was the CSPAP
baseline survey conducted in 2011 (AAHPERD). The need to provide an updated snapshot of
CSPAP as a model and the overall CSPAP adoption process since the AAHPERD (2011)
findings served as the impetus for this current study. Similar to the results section, the following
discussion will be organized by the primary and secondary research questions that provided the
basis for this study.
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Extent of CSPAP Adoption in P-12 Schools
The following section addresses the extent of implementation and related PA outcomes
for individual CSPAP components and for CSPAP as a model (five components in place).
Despite the significant difference in sample sizes (and overall generalizability) between the two
studies, the baseline data collected from the AAHPERD CSPAP survey provided a relevant point
of reference to discuss the findings in this study. Although QPE was not analyzed in this study as
extensively as the other 4 CSPAP components, the importance of a QPE program and the
respective impact on student PA outcomes should not be undermined.
Quality physical education. QPE is the cornerstone of the CSPAP model and provides
the foundational base for comprehensive school efforts aimed at increasing students’ PA (Rink,
Hall, & Williams, 2010). The most noteworthy finding from this study related to QPE is not the
percentage of teachers who reported having a QPE program in place, but those that did not (20%
of teachers). This is based on the same sample of teachers, 85% who also felt QPE to be
moderately effective or very effective in helping their students meet the recommended 60
minutes per day of PA. Standards-based QPE (SHAPE America, 2015a) is the only PA
opportunity within the CSPAP framework that includes specific learning outcomes and is based
on the following components (a) policy and environment, (b) curriculum, (c) appropriate
instruction, and (d) student assessment.
Additionally, when a QPE program is in place, it is capable of contributing to students’
daily PA levels in a short time (Erwin, Beighle, Carson, & Castelli, 2013). As one PE teacher
stated, “quality physical education has been the number one priority and with the help of the
Let’s Move and Alliance Initiatives, we have begun adding in the other items. Baby steps!”.
QPE should indeed be priority, and although the literature behind this research study support
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multi-component approaches to PA (IOM, 2013), it is not recommended to implement the
complementary CSPAP components until a QPE program is established.
PA before and after school. Two important characteristics of an effective PA before
and after school component are: 1) it provides opportunities for all students to practice what they
have learned in PE, and 2) it helps students towards achieving the recommended 60 minutes of
daily PA (CDC, 2013). In this study, 62.3% of the participating teachers reported having at
least one before and after school PA program in place. These findings are similar to the results
from AAHPERD (2011) that indicated almost two thirds of the schools offered PA clubs and/or
intramural sports. PA clubs and informal recreation or play (on school grounds) were the two
programs offered most in schools, with reported contributions of 46.5 and 63 minutes
respectively, to students’ average daily minutes of PA.
PA during school. In addition to what is provided in PE, schools can offer PA in a
variety of settings during the school day (CDC, 2013). 76.5% of participating teachers reported
having at least one PA during school program in place. Recess and PA breaks (both in and
outside of the classroom and PA integrated into academic content) are the most reported types of
programs within this component. The high percentage of schools with recess could be related to
the sample teacher demographics in this study (with almost half of the sample teachers coming
from elementary PreK-5 or K-5 levels). Recess trends were not analyzed in this study, but the
percentage of schools that provide recess tends to decrease at the middle school level and even
more so at the high school level (AAHPERD, 2011).
Teachers reported an average of approximately 30 additional minutes of PA by having
recess or classroom-based PA. Recess is known to be a viable strategy for increasing
opportunities during the school day (CDC & SHAPE America, 2017), but unfortunately it can
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also be used for punishment or leverage in dealing with behavioral situations. One PE teacher
indicated concern in this regard and stated, “recess is available to the students but is not an
organized activity and it is used as a way to encourage proper behavior by the loss of time during
recess”.
Staff involvement. School employees and staff members are known to play an integral
role in the promotion of school-based PA and in facilitating successful implementation and
sustainability of CSPAP (CDC, 2013). Of the 67 teachers responding to the item, 44.8%
reported having at least one staff involvement program in place. Despite the importance of this
component in helping to create a positive climate and environment that supports and values PA
(AAHPERD, 2011), no individual program related to staff involvement showed strong
prevalence over another. Similar to the limited research that exists in this area, the contribution
to overall student PA outcomes is still unknown (Erwin, Beets, Centeio, & Morrow, 2014).
Family and community engagement. Despite numerous benefits resulting from the
engagement of family members and the community in school-based PA (CDC, 2013), the family
and community engagement component is one of the least implemented (Cipriani, Richardson, &
Roberts, 2012), and consequently one of the least researched. To further support this claim, only
29 PE teachers (43.9%) in this study reported having at least one family and community
engagement program in place. For teachers who indicated at least one, 62% had a joint use
agreement for PA programming at their school (community use of school facilities and school
use of community facilities). The teachers estimated a contribution of 61 minutes of daily PA
from these shared/joint use agreements.
CSPAP as a model. To date there is a nominal amount of empirical evidence related to
the implementation and the associated outcomes of a full five-component CSPAP. The lack of
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research related to the full CSPAP model directly corresponds to the limited number of fivecomponent CSPAPs reported in schools. A small percentage of schools (approximately 20%) in
this study had a full CSPAP (all 5 components) in place. This percentage was based on the
individual CSPAP components reported by the teacher. Additionally, when teachers were asked
if a full CSPAP model was in place, 16.4% of teachers indicated as such. As previously
mentioned, the proximity in the two percentages reported in this study provides a trace of
optimism related to teachers’ conceptual understanding of CSPAP as a comprehensive model.
These CSPAP model findings are similar to the AAHPERD (2011) survey results that
revealed less than one sixth of schools had a five-component CSPAP in place. Additional
findings in the AAHPERD survey are congruent with the statistically significant relationship
discovered in this study between grade level (elementary) and number of implemented CSPAP
components. CSPAP programming (particularly PA during school and PA before and after
school) was most frequently reported at the elementary level. AAHPERD (2011) indicated
comparable prevalence at the elementary level, in which the highest percentage of PE was
provided (90% in grades 1-5), the most recess was provided (over 80%), and the highest
percentage of PA was integrated into the classroom. (61%). Future research with grade levels as
the primary grouping variable could provide additional insight into these disparities between
levels and also address the inverse relationship of CSPAP programming decline with the increase
in grade level. Potential confounding variables at each level, such as the differences in statewide
policies, PE time requirements, and PE exemptions or waivers, should be further investigated.
Findings from this study include an estimated contribution of 21 minutes of MVPA from
having a full CSPAP model in place. Although not statistically significant, the estimated daily
minutes of student MVPA were positively correlated with the total number of CSPAP
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components implemented. This finding supports the intended relationship between
implementation of synergistic CSPAP components and an increase in daily minutes of MVPA.
Although the estimated contribution from the sum of all five CSPAP components is lower than
expected, it could be attributed to the method of measurement used to collect the data on student
PA behaviors (e.g. 65% of methods reported were direct observation by the teacher). As is the
case with all reported PA outcomes in this study and the nature of self-report measures in
general, the reliability and validity of the data are limited. More objective measurement of PA is
needed in the schools and supporting empirical research studies are needed to collect
substantiated evidence on CSPAP related PA outcomes.
To further understand PE teacher perceptions related to the CSPAP model as a holistic
“innovation”, constructs based on Rogers’ (2003) diffusions of innovations model were
incorporated into several items in the survey instrument. According to Rogers (2003),
characteristics of an innovation help to explain differences in rates of adoption. Along the same
vein, the perceived characteristics of a CSPAP may help explain trends related to adoption of
CSPAP in schools. The PE teachers were asked to rate their level of agreement pertaining to
characteristics of CSPAP as an innovation (relative advantage, compatibility, complexity,
trialability, and observability).
Two of the characteristics examined, relative advantage and compatibility, have been
noted as particularly important in explaining adoption rates (Rogers, 2003). Contextualized for
the purpose of this study, relative advantage was defined as the degree to which CSPAP was
perceived as better than the idea it supersedes (i.e. improves upon the QPE program).
Compatibility was defined as the degree to which CSPAP was perceived as being consistent with
the existing values, past experiences, and needs of potential adopters (PE teachers) and how
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easily CSPAP can be modified to fit the needs of the PE program. Unfortunately, the results of
this study included consistently neutral responses on these survey items, as most teachers neither
agreed or disagreed on all five different characteristics of CSPAP as innovation. This made it
difficult to summarize teacher perceptions and to provide any explanation on rates of adoption or
the adoption process overall.
PE Teacher Characteristics and Perceptions Related to CSPAP
PE teachers are most qualified to champion and lead CSPAP implementation efforts
(Beighle et al., 2009) and therefore, have a large influence on how much (or how little) CSPAP
is adopted. For this reason, many of the introductory survey items were structured to examine
various teacher characteristics and perceptions with potential to impact the adoption process.
Perhaps the most telling data from the survey revealed only 14.2% of PE teachers as “very
familiar” or “extremely familiar” with the CSPAP. This lack of familiarity in addition to a
similar percentage of teachers (17%) reporting a complete lack of knowledge/awareness of the
CSPAP model until receiving this survey raises concern regarding how concerted and
streamlined the promotion of CSPAP information and training really is.
In respect to teacher acquisition of CSPAP knowledge, only 14 teachers (21.5%) in this
study reported attending any training or professional development related to CSPAP, with only 9
of those teachers attending the nationally endorsed PAL training. In relation to the impact of
overall training on CSPAP implementation, a statistically significant negative relationship exists
between teachers who attended any type of CSPAP training (e.g. PAL training, SHAPE
conference session, district training, or local workshop) and those having a full five component
CSPAP in place. Analyzing these different types of trainings collectively without full
knowledge of training protocol, content, or rigor may have confounded this data. There was no
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significant relationship between teachers who were PAL trained and the total number of
implemented CSPAP components, yet a statistically significant positive relationship was found
between teachers that were PAL trained and those that had a full 5 component CSPAP in place.
This demonstrates a potential positive trend towards the effectiveness of PAL training in overall
CSPAP model implementation, and at the same time reinforces the immediate need to address
the gap in empirically based knowledge related to the effectiveness of training on CSPAP
implementation.
Although the preceding findings are not generalizable to the national population of PE
teachers, they do echo the importance of increased exposure to the CSPAP model, more
clarification on the fundamental goals of the CSPAP curriculum and framework, and the
necessity for streamlined resources and guidelines (CDC, 2013) to assist teachers with various
phases of implementation. Under this same premise, AAHPERD (2011) and Metzler et al. (2013)
suggest the implementation of specific models such as the LMAS model or the HOPE
curriculum model to explicitly guide teachers and their respective stakeholders in more defined
implementation practices.
In addressing the influence of specific teacher characteristics on CSPAP implementation,
no significant relationships were found between selected teacher demographic variables (gender,
age, and years of PE experience) and reported number(s) of implemented CSPAP components.
At first glance this finding may appear to diminish the importance of the teacher in the process of
CSPAP adoption. However, this information should be used as a catalyst to garner support for
PE teachers at the interpersonal level and promote purposeful interaction amongst all levels of
influence to assist in effective CSPAP implementation. Establishing school wellness committees
is one viable method, and a solid first step (CDC, 2013; Deslatte & Carson, 2014), to ensure that
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PA promotional efforts are composite in the schools. The relationship between having a
wellness committee in place and the number of implemented components was examined in this
study and although not statistically significant, teachers who indicated having a wellness
committee at their school more frequently reported having a full five component CSPAP model
in place compared to those who did not have a wellness committee. To reinforce Golden and
Earp’s (2012) sentiments discussed earlier, interventions must be a collaborative and
multidisciplinary effort if they are going to successfully promote and facilitate social and health
behavior change.
Facilitators and Inhibitors to CSPAP Adoption
A better understanding of the variables influencing adoption of CSPAP will “allow for
the creation of focused, informed strategies to reduce or eliminate barriers and facilitate the
adoption of a more physically active lifestyle” (Beighle & Morrow, 2014, p. 23). The SEM was
utilized for this purpose as it recognizes health behavior change (in this case PA participation) to
be a result of interactions across the five levels of the model (intrapersonal, interpersonal,
organizational, community, and policy; Sallis et al., 2008). The synergistic design of the CSPAP
and each of the components also inherently fall into the categorical levels of influence within the
SEM (Metzler et al., 2013). The responses to a variety of survey items contributed to data
related to the SEM and the various levels of influences (i.e. facilitators and inhibitors). Due to
the complexity and interacting nature the SEM levels, the researcher was aware that many of the
PE teacher responses could have been coded in more than one ecological level.
In four of the five CSPAP components (with the exception of the family and community
engagement component), the highest number of facilitators (and inhibitors) were reported by
teachers to be at the organizational (school/institutional) level. This parallels the findings from a
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summary of the literature related to CSPAP adoption in which the most predominant influential
variables were found to be at the interpersonal and organizational levels (Hunt & Metzler, 2017).
This collective data accentuates the need for concerted efforts to address and reduce barriers at
these two extremely influential socio-ecological levels. Understandably, most of the facilitating
factors within the family and community engagement component originated at the community
level, followed by the factors at the interpersonal (i.e. family) level.
Among the five components, the ecological level with the second largest influence on
CSPAP implementation and effectiveness was the interpersonal level. As discussed in the
previous section, teachers have an extremely influential role in the process of CSPAP adoption.
From the findings of this research, it is apparent that resources, such as money, space, and
equipment, are inhibiting teachers from implementing some of the CSPAP components and also
from collecting important data related to the PA of their students. If the primary goal of a CSPAP
is to increase student opportunities for PA minutes, it is imperative to increase the amount of
empirical research in this area and encourage more objective measurement of PA in the field.
This will help the profession take one step closer to fully understanding the impact of CSPAP in
helping the students achieve the recommended 60 minutes of MVPA per day.
Limitations
Although incentives were not provided as a result of participation in this study there were
several attempts made during the survey instrument design phase to minimize nonresponse error.
First, the survey questionnaire was designed to be convenient to the participants (internet-based,
mobile-friendly), require minimal time (15-20 minutes) for completion, and cover an extremely
salient topic based on endorsement of CSPAP by SHAPE America (2015a) and other
organizations at the national level.
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Additionally, the designated online PE forums selected for participant recruitment (PE
Central, PHE America, OPEN, and SHAPE America) provided a very large “reach” (i.e. large
numbers of members/subscribers), each with a diverse subset of PE teachers in the United States
(i.e. level of teaching experience, grade level in which they teach, geographic location of school,
and overall teaching philosophies). Designating these current subscribers as the sampling
element for this research was the first step in eliminating sample error and unqualified
individuals from participating in the survey questionnaire. Information regarding the description
and objective of the research study (provided with the survey questionnaire link) also indicated
the requirement for survey questionnaire participants to be active PE teachers. An additional
screening question at the beginning of the questionnaire was also included to filter out those
individuals who did not teach PE during the 2015-2016 school year.
This study was completed with four limitations that must be mentioned. The nonprobability sampling technique employed in this study inherently limits generalizability of the
findings and prevents the researcher from making sound and valid inferences to the national
population of P-12 PE teachers. Two additional discernible limitations include using selfreported data (potential participant bias and subjectivity) and the low response rate of PE
teachers. One possible reason for initial low response rate may be due to data collection starting
in mid-December (with the first two weeks occurring over holiday break). Finally, within the
final sample obtained, individuals who decided to participate in the survey questionnaire could
raise concern about non-response bias. The PE teachers who volunteered to participate may have
a different level of commitment to the field, or perhaps a different attitude or perspective towards
CSPAP (or PA or PE in general). This may have contributed to different types of responses in
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comparison to the responses that would have been collected from the individuals (PE teachers)
who chose not to participate in the survey.
Despite efforts during survey construction to capture the demographics and diverse
characteristics of each teacher, their respective schools, and their PE programs, additional
strategies should be utilized in the future to increase overall response rate. Beyond the electronic
methods employed in this study, recommendations to increase PE teacher participation include
(but are not limited to): a) in person recruitment and solicitation at district level conferences and
national conferences, such as the annual SHAPE America convention, National PE Institute, and
the Spark Institute, Inc. and b) electronic recruitment through a national database of Physical
Education Teacher Education graduate programs for solicitation of enrolled inservice PE
teachers. The aforementioned limitations are important to acknowledge, but with the paucity of
literature and apparent lack of awareness and knowledge related to the CSPAP model, it is
important to recognize the exploratory underpinnings of this study and the potential contribution
it can make to the overall knowledge base of CSPAP.
Conclusions and Future CSPAP Research
The PE teachers who indicated having effective CSPAP components and programs in
place at their schools generally indicated resource-based facilitators such as adequate equipment,
space/facilities, time, and having knowledgeable, dedicated staff and PE departments. However,
a common theme inferred from the same sample of teachers was the overall support and “buy-in”
of the administrators, staff, and students, and most importantly, a climate within the school itself
that was considered conducive to promoting QPE and a CSPAP culture. With some of the
inhibiting factors attached to a lack of knowledge, motivation, or self-efficacy on behalf of the
PE teachers making the decisions for the program, it is important for these teachers to seek out
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available resources and additional support from the key stakeholders (administrators and
classroom teachers) to help facilitate successful CSPAP implementation (Deslatte & Carson,
2014).
Understanding the synergistic nature of the CSPAP and the powerful interaction between
the SEM interpersonal (teacher) level and the organizational (school) level is paramount to the
success of CSPAP adoption in schools. The neutral findings in this study related to the
perception of CSPAP (from the teacher level) lend themselves to exploring a different unit of
analysis. Rogers (2003) suggests looking at organizations, communities, or other systems as the
unit of analysis. The majority of results in this study strongly support Roger’s (2003) notion and
therefore warrant deeper investigation into school and organizational level facilitators and
inhibitors. The effectiveness of CSPAP is also known to depend on upstream influences
(Kelder, Karp, Scruggs, & Brown, 2014), not only at the organizational and district level as
mentioned, but at the statewide and national level where procedures and policy can work to
facilitate or inhibit overall implementation and sustainability of CSPAP (IOM, 2013).
Roger (2003) also points out a potential problem “with measuring the five attributes of
innovations is that they may not always be the five most important perceived characteristics for a
particular set of respondents” (p. 225). This speaks to the necessity of contextualizing CSPAP to
fit the needs of individual schools and individual PE programs, as well as customizing
approaches to CSPAP implementation based on extensive needs assessments (Hunt & Metzler,
2017). Incorporating initial (and ongoing) evaluative practices can help PE teachers and
departments identify important and feasible steps for increasing PA opportunities in the school
day.
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Forming school-wide wellness committees and utilizing available resources such as the
CSPAP Policy Continuum (CDC, 2012) can assist PE teachers in developing sound CSPAP
action plans. The Continuum provides meaningful steps toward optimal policy and suggestions
for monitoring the progress and sustainability of each of the CSPAP components (Hunt &
Metzler, 2017). Based on some of the findings in this study and varying levels of knowledge and
awareness related to the CSPAP model, this tool can be very helpful in assessing existing
program elements in comparison to that of the five CSPAP components. Further application of
models-based CSPAP curriculums (AAHPERD, 2011 & Metzler et al., 2013) and tools such as
the Continuum and the step-by-step CSPAP guide for schools (CDC, 2013) will help direct the
field toward evidence-based best practices. Regardless of the intended degree or extent to which
each school or program would like to implement the CSPAP model, it should be noted the goal
of a CSPAP is to enhance the QPE program, and not to replace it.
Although the results of this study are not representative of the national population of PE
teachers, the findings can be used to inform P-12 PE teachers and schools on best practices for
CSPAP adoption and sustainability, national and statewide organizations responsible for CSPAP
training and professional development of inservice physical education teachers, and Physical
Education Teacher Education (PETE) programs attempting to incorporate CSPAP into preservice
teacher preparation. Overall, the results of this exploratory study contribute additional empirical
support for establishing CSPAP as a viable conceptual curriculum framework and provide a solid
foundation for future ecological approaches to promoting PA and additional theory-based
CSPAP research.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A
Online Survey Questionnaire
CSPAP Adoption Survey
1.1 The following section will provide you with information pertaining to the background and
purpose of this research study. Due to the electronic nature of this internet survey, the following
information will also serve as a waiver of documentation of informed consent.
Georgia State University
Department of Kinesiology & Health
Informed Consent
Title: A Descriptive Study of the Factors Influencing Adoption of the Comprehensive School
Physical Activity Program in P-12 Schools
Principal Investigator: Michael Metzler, Ph.D.
Co-Investigator: Kari Hunt, M.Ed.
I.
Purpose:
You are invited to participate in a research study. The purpose of the study is to investigate the
adoption of the Comprehensive School Physical Activity Program (CSPAP) in P-12 schools.
More research is needed to understand how CSPAPs are being accepted and adopted in schools.
Additional information is also needed to understand how effective CSPAP teacher training is and
the impact of training on CSPAP adoption in schools. You have been invited to participate
because you are currently a subscribed member to PHE America, PE Central, OPEN, or SHAPE
America. In addition, you are currently teaching physical education.
II.
Procedures:
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete an online survey questionnaire. The
survey will take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete.
III.
Risks:
In this study, you will not have any more risks than you would in a normal professional life.
IV.
Benefits:
Participation in this study may not benefit you directly. However, your participation in the
survey will assist us in collecting important information about the adoption of CSPAP in schools.
It will also provide a valuable contribution to the profession.
V.
Voluntary Participation and Withdrawal:
Participation in this research is voluntary. You do not have to be in this study. If you decide to
be in the study and change your mind, you have the right to quit the survey and stop participating
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at any time.
VI.
Confidentiality:
We will keep your records private to the extent allowed by law. Only the Principal and Coinvestigators will have access to the information you provide. The information may also be
shared with the GSU Institutional Review Board and the Office for Human Research Protection
(OHRP). This is to ensure the study is done correctly. We will assign you a confidential
identification number (ID). This will be used in place of your name or email on study records.
The information you provide will be stored on a password and firewall protected computer in the
locked office of the Principal Investigator at Georgia State University. The ID code sheet used to
identify the research participants will be stored separately from the data to protect privacy. This
will also be destroyed at the completion of all data collection. Your information will not appear
when we present this study or publish its results. The findings will be summarized and reported
in group form. You will not be identified personally. Despite the efforts noted above by the
investigators, participants should be aware that data sent over the Internet may not be secure.
VII. Contact Persons:
Contact Kari Hunt at khunt6@student.gsu.edu if you have questions or concerns about this
study. You can also call if you think you have been harmed by the study. Call Susan Vogtner in
the Georgia State University Office of Research Integrity at 404-413-3513 or
svogtner1@gsu.edu if you want to talk to someone who is not part of the study team. You can
discuss questions, concerns, or offer suggestions about the study. You can also call Susan
Vogtner if you have questions or concerns about your rights in this study.
IX.
Copy of Consent Form to Participant:
If requested, a copy of this consent form can be sent to you.
If you are willing to volunteer for this research, please select "Yes" below. If you choose
not to participate, please select "No" and you will exit the survey.
m Yes, I agree to participate in this survey research. (1)
m No, I do not agree to participate in this survey research. (2)
If No, I do not agree to parti... Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey
Answer If Waiver of Documentation of Informed Consent Georgia State University Department
of Kinesiology... Yes, I agree to participate in this survey research. Is Selected
2.1 Thank you for taking the time to participate! This study is designed to gather information
on CSPAP from a full academic school year and therefore should only be completed by
individuals who taught P-12 physical education during the 2015-2016 school year.
Please
indicate your teaching status below. If you were not a P-12 physical education teacher during the
2015-2016 school year, please select "No" and you will be directed to the end of the survey.
m Yes, I taught physical education in a P-12 school during the 2015-2016 school year. (1)
m No, I did not teach physical education in a P-12 school during the 2015-2016 school year. (2)
If No, I did not teach physica... Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey
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2.2 Including the 2015-2016 school year, indicate the number (#) of years of experience you
have teaching physical education in P-12 schools. *Do not include the current academic year
(2016-2017), as it has not yet been completed.
2.3 Are you a certified physical education teacher?
m Yes (37)
m No (38) ____________________
2.4 Are you a full-time physical education teacher? If not, please check "No" and specify your
current position/status in the school.
m Yes (1)
m No (2) ____________________
2.5 Please indicate your current age (in years).
2.6 Please indicate which gender you identify with.
m Male (1)
m Female (2)
m Other (3) ____________________
2.7 Please indicate the grade level in which you teach physical education.
m Elementary (PK-5) (1)
m Middle (6-8) (2)
m High School (9-12) (3)
m Other (please specify) (4) ____________________
2.8 In which state are you currently teaching? If outside of the United States, please select
'Other'.
m Alabama (1)
m Alaska (2)
m Arizona (3)
m Arkansas (4)
m California (5)
m Colorado (6)
m Connecticut (7)
m Delaware (8)
m District of Columbia (D.C.) (52)
m Florida (9)
m Georgia (10)
m Hawaii (11)
m Idaho (12)
m Illinois (13)
m Indiana (14)
m Iowa (15)
m Kansas (16)
m Kentucky (17)
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m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m

Louisiana (18)
Maine (19)
Maryland (20)
Massachusetts (21)
Michigan (22)
Minnesota (23)
Mississippi (24)
Missouri (25)
Montana (26)
Nebraska (27)
Nevada (28)
New Hampshire (29)
New Jersey (30)
New Mexico (31)
New York (32)
North Carolina (33)
North Dakota (34)
Ohio (35)
Oklahoma (36)
Oregon (37)
Pennsylvania (38)
Rhode Island (39)
South Carolina (40)
South Dakota (41)
Tennessee (42)
Texas (43)
Utah (44)
Vermont (45)
Virginia (46)
Washington (47)
West Virginia (48)
Wisconsin (49)
Wyoming (50)
Other (you will be asked to specify in next question) (51)

Answer If Which state are you currently teaching in? If outside of the United States, please select
'Other'. Other (you will be asked to specify in next question) Is Selected
2.9 You responded "Other" in the previous question. Please specify the location in which you
teach in the text box below.
2.10 Please indicate the number of individuals that comprised the physical education department
at your school (during the 2015-2016 school year). If needed, check "Other" and specify the
additional members in the text box.
______ Full-time certified physical education teacher(s) (1)
______ Non full-time certified physical education teacher(s) (2)
______ Paraprofessional(s) (3)
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______ Teacher aide(s) (4)
______ Other (please specify) (5)
______ Other (please specify) (6)
______ Other (please specify) (7)
______ Other (please specify) (8)
______ Other (please specify) (9)
2.11 How often do your students have physical education?
m 1 day/week (1)
m 2 days/week (2)
m 3 days/week (3)
m 4 days/week (4)
m 5 days/week (5)
m Every 6th day (6)
m Every 7th day (7)
m Every 8th day (8)
m Every 9th day (9)
m Other (you will be asked to specify in next question) (10)
Answer If How often do your students have physical education? Other Is Selected
2.12 You responded "Other" in the previous question. Please specify how often your students
have physical education in the text box below.
2.13 What is the length (in minutes) of each physical education class?
m 30 minutes (1)
m 35 minutes (2)
m 40 minutes (3)
m 45 minutes (4)
m 50 minutes (5)
m 55 minutes (6)
m 60 minutes (7)
m 65 minutes (8)
m 70 minutes (9)
m 75 minutes (10)
m Other (you will be asked to specify in next question) (11)
Answer If What is the length (in minutes) of each physical education class? Other Is Selected
2.14 You responded "Other" in the previous question. Please specify the length (in minutes) of
each physical education class in the text box below.
2.15 What is the average class size for your physical education classes?
m Less than 10 students (10)
m 10-14 students (1)
m 15-19 students (2)
m 20-24 students (3)
m 25-29 students (4)
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m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m

30-34 students (5)
35-39 students (6)
40-44 students (7)
45-49 students (8)
50-54 students (9)
55-59 students (11)
60-64 students (12)
65-69 students (13)
70-74 students (14)
75-79 students (15)
80-84 students (16)
85-89 students (17)
90 or more students (18)

2.16 The following set of questions will ask you about the time you spent being physically active
in the last 7 days. Think about all the vigorous activities that you did in the last 7
days. Vigorous physical activities refer to activities that take hard physical effort and make you
breathe much harder than normal. Think only about those physical activities that you did for at
least 10 minutes at a time. During the last 7 days, did you participate in vigorous physical
activities like heavy lifting, digging, aerobics, or fast bicycling? If so, include how many days in
the text box.
m Yes, I did participate in vigorous activity in the last 7 days. (1) ____________________
m No, I did not participate in vigorous activity in the last 7 days. (2)
If No, I did not participate i... Is Selected, Then Skip To
Think about all the ...
Answer If The next set of questions will ask you about the time you spent being physically active
in the last 7 days.&nbsp; &nbsp; Think about all the vigorous&nbsp;activities that you did in
the&nbsp;last ... Yes, I did participate in vigorous activity in the last 7 days. Is Selected
2.17 On the day(s) you participated in vigorous physical activities, how many minutes per day
did you participate in those vigorous physical activities?
2.18 Think about all the moderate activities that you did in the last 7 days. Moderate activities
refer to activities that take moderate physical effort and make you breathe somewhat harder than
normal. Think only about those physical activities that you did for at least 10 minutes at a
time. During the last 7 days, did you participate in moderate physical activities like carrying
light loads, bicycling at a regular pace, or doubles tennis? If so, include how many days in the
text box. Do not include walking.
m Yes, I did participate in moderate activity in the last 7 days. (1) ____________________
m No, I did not participate in moderate activity in last 7 days. (2)
If No, I did not participate i... Is Selected, Then Skip To Think about the time you spent walkin...
Answer If Think about all the moderate activities that you did in the last 7 days.&nbsp; Moderate
activities refer to activities that take moderate physical effort and make you breathe somewhat
harder than n... Yes, I did participate in moderate activity in the last 7 days. Is Selected
2.19 On the day(s) you participated in moderate physical activities, how many minutes per day
did you participate in those moderate physical activities?
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2.20 Think about the time you spent walking in the last 7 days. This includes at work and at
home, walking to travel from place to place, and any other walking that you have done solely for
recreation, sport, exercise, or leisure.
During the last 7 days, did you participate in walking?
If so, include how many days you walked for at least 10 minutes at a time?
m Yes, I did participate in walking in the last 7 days. (1) ____________________
m No, I did not participate in walking in the last 7 days. (2)
If No, I did not participate i... Is Selected, Then Skip To
The last question is...
Answer If Think about the time you spent walking in the last 7 days.&nbsp; This includes at
work and at home, walking to travel from place to place, and any other walking that you have
done solely for recrea... Yes, I did participate in walking in the last 7 days. Is Selected
2.21 How many minutes per day did you usually spend walking?
2.22 The last question is about the time you spent sitting on weekdays during the last 7
days. Include time spent at work, at home, while doing course work and during leisure
time. This may include time spent sitting at a desk, visiting friends, reading, or sitting or lying
down to watch television. During the last 7 days, how many minutes per day did you spend
sitting (on weekdays)?
3.1 The following questions relate to the CSPAP model and CSPAP components that were in
place at your school during the 2015-2016 year. Text boxes have been provided for any
additional comments you may have. A CSPAP is defined as a multi-component approach by
which schools use all opportunities for students to be physically active, meet the nationallyrecommended 60 minutes of physical activity each day, and develop the knowledge, skills, and
confidence to be physically active for a lifetime. A CSPAP includes five components: quality
physical education, before and after school physical activity, physical activity during school,
staff involvement, and family and community engagement. How would you rate your familiarity
with the CSPAP model?
m Not familiar at all (1) ____________________
m Slightly familiar (2) ____________________
m Moderately familiar (3) ____________________
m Very familiar (4) ____________________
m Extremely familiar (5) ____________________
4.1 Quality Physical Education Quality Physical Education is defined as an academic subject
that serves as the foundation of the CSPAP. As defined by SHAPE America, a Quality Physical
Education program includes the opportunity to learn, meaningful content, appropriate
instruction, and student and program assessment. During the 2015-2016 year, did your school
have a Quality Physical Education program in place?
m Yes (1)
m No (2)
Answer If Quality Physical Education &nbsp; Quality physical education is defined as an
academic subject that serves as the foundation of the CSPAP. &nbsp; As defined by SHAPE
America, a quality physical ed... Yes Is Selected
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4.2 To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Quality Physical Education program
at your school in helping students meet the nationally-recommended 60 minutes of physical
activity each day?
m Not effective at all (1) ____________________
m Slightly effective (2) ____________________
m Moderately effective (3) ____________________
m Very effective (4) ____________________
m Extremely effective (5) ____________________
Answer If To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Quality Physical Education
program at your... Very effective Is Selected Or To what degree would you rate the effectiveness
of the Quality Physical Education program at your... Extremely effective Is Selected
4.3 What is in place at your school that allows you to have an extremely effective Quality
Physical Education program?
Answer If To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Quality Physical Education
program at your... Not effective at all Is Selected Or To what degree would you rate the
effectiveness of the Quality Physical Education program at your... Slightly effective Is Selected
Or To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Quality Physical Education program
at your... Moderately effective Is Selected
4.4 What would need to be in place at your school to increase the effectiveness of the Quality
Physical Education program?
Answer If Quality Physical Education Quality Physical Education is defined as an academic
subject that se... No Is Selected
4.5 You indicated that a Quality Physical Education program was not in place during the 20152016 school year. What would need to be in place at your school to implement a Quality
Physical Education program?
5.1 Before and After School Physical Activity. Provides opportunities for all students, including
those with special needs, to: 1) practice what they have learned in physical education, 2) work
toward the nationally recommended 60 minutes of daily physical activity, 3) become more
adequately prepared for learning, 4) engage in safe, social, and supervised activities, and 4)
identify activities they enjoy and might in engage in long term. Examples of programs within
the Before and After School Physical Activity component may include walk and/or bike to
school programs, physical activity clubs, intramural programs, informal recreation or play on
school grounds, physical activity in school-based child care programs, integrating physical
activity in homework during out school hours, and interscholastic sports.
During the 20152016 year, did your school have any Before and After School Physical Activity programs in
place?
m Yes (1)
m No (2)
Answer If Before and After School Physical Activity <o:p></o:p> Provides opportunities for all
students, including those with special needs, to: 1) practice what they have learned in physical
education, 2) w... Yes Is Selected
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5.2 In two years, do you see the Before and After School Physical Activity component
increasing, decreasing, or staying the same? Please explain your answer next to your selection.
m Increasing (1) ____________________
m Decreasing (2) ____________________
m Staying the same (3) ____________________
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Answer If Before and After School Physical Activity<o:p></o:p> Provides opportunities for all
students, including those with special needs, to: 1) practice what they have learned in physical
education, 2) w... Yes Is Selected
5.3 The following questions are related to the specific programs within the Before and After
School Physical Activity component that were active during the 2015-2016 school year. Please
check all that apply. *If you do have any of the following programs at your school, please fill in
the associated field for frequency, participation, physical activity, and program existence.
Active
Physical
Program
Frequency
Participation
Programs
Activity
Existence
Estimate how
many
How many
minutes this
Estimate the
years
program/acti
Check all
Indicate how total number
(including
vity
programs/activi many days
of students
the
contributes to
ties that are
per week the regularly
2015-2016
daily
currently active program/acti participating
year) has this
physical
at your school. vity takes
in the
program/acti
activity
(1)
place. (1)
program/activ
vity been in
minutes (for
ity. (1)
place at your
the average
school? (1)
participant).
(1)
Walk or
bike to
school
program
(1)
Physical
activity
clubs (2)
Intramural
programs
(3)
Informal
recreation
or play (on
school
grounds)
(4)
Physical
activity in
schoolbased child
care

q

q

q

q

q

102
programs
(5)
Integration
of physical
activity in
homework
(out of
school
hours) (6)
Interschola
stic sports
(12)
Other
(please
specify) (7)
Other
(please
specify) (8)
Other
(please
specify) (9)
Other
(please
specify)
(10)
Other
(please
specify)
(11)

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

103
Answer If Before and After School Physical Activity<o:p></o:p> Provides opportunities for all
students, including those with special needs, to: 1) practice what they have learned in physical
education, 2) w... Yes Is Selected
5.4 To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Before and After School Physical
Activity component at your school in helping students meet the nationally-recommended 60
minutes of physical activity each day?
m Not effective at all (1) ____________________
m Slightly effective (2) ____________________
m Moderately effective (3) ____________________
m Very effective (4) ____________________
m Extremely effective (5) ____________________
Answer If To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Before and After School
Physical Activity... Very effective Is Selected Or To what degree would you rate the
effectiveness of the Before and After School Physical Activity... Extremely effective Is Selected
5.5 What is in place at your school that allows you to have an extremely effective Before and
After School Physical Activity component?
Answer If To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Before and After School
Physical Activity... Not effective at all Is Selected Or To what degree would you rate the
effectiveness of the Before and After School Physical Activity... Slightly effective Is Selected Or
To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Before and After School Physical
Activity... Moderately effective Is Selected
5.6 What would need to be in place at your school to increase the effectiveness of the Before and
After School Physical Activity component?
Answer If Before and After School Physical Activity<o:p></o:p> Provides opportunities for all
students, including those with special needs, to: 1) practice what they have learned in physical
education, 2) w... No Is Selected
5.7 You indicated the Before and After School Physical Activity component was not in place
during the 2015-2016 school year. What would need to be in place at your school to implement
the Before and After School Physical Activity component?
6.1 Physical Activity During School In addition to physical education, schools can offer
physical activity in a variety of settings during the school day.Examples of the Physical Activity
During School component may include recess, physical activity integrated into classroom
lessons, physical activity breaks in and outside the classroom, and lunchtime clubs or intramural
programs. During the 2015-2016 year, did your school have any Physical Activity During
School programs in place?
m Yes (1)
m No (2)
Answer If Physical Activity During School&nbsp;<o:p></o:p> In addition to physical
education, schools can offer physical activity in a variety of settings during the school
day.Examples&nbsp;of the Physical... Yes Is Selected
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6.2 In two years, do you see the Physical Activity During School component increasing,
decreasing, or staying the same? Please explain your answer next to your selection.
m Increasing (1) ____________________
m Decreasing (2) ____________________
m Staying the same (3) ____________________
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Answer If Physical Activity During School In addition to physical education, schools can offer
physical ac... Yes Is Selected
6.3 The following questions are related to the specific programs within the Physical Activity
During School component that were active during the 2015-2016 school year. Please check all
that apply. *If you do have any of the following programs at your school, please fill in the
associated fields for frequency, participation, physical activity, and program existence.
Active
Physical
Program
Frequency
Participation
Programs
Activity
Existence
Estimate how
many
How many
Estimate the
minutes this
Please
years
Check all
total number
program/activ
indicate how
(including the
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ity
many days
2015-2016
ties that are
regularly
contributes to
per week the
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currently active
participating
daily physical
program/activ
program/activ
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in the
activity
ity takes
ity been in
(1)
program/activ minutes (for
place. (1)
place at your
ity. (1)
the average
school? (1)
participant).
(1)
Recess
(1)

q

Drop-in
Recess
(secondar
y) (2)

q

Classroo
m-based
physical
activity
(integrate
d into
academic
content)
(3)
Physical
activity
breaks in
and
outside
the
classroo
m (4)

q

q
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Lunchtim
q
e club (5)
Intramura
l
q
programs
(6)
Other
(please
specify)
(7)

q

Other
(please
specify)
(8)

q

Other
(please
specify)
(9)

q

Other
(please
specify)
(10)
Other
(please
specify)
(11)

q

q
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Answer If Physical Activity During School&nbsp;<o:p></o:p> In addition to physical
education, schools can offer physical activity in a variety of settings during the school
day.Examples may include&nbsp;rec... Yes Is Selected
6.4 To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Physical Activity During School
component at your school in helping students meet the nationally-recommended 60 minutes of
physical activity each day?
m Not effective at all (1) ____________________
m Slightly effective (2) ____________________
m Moderately effective (3) ____________________
m Very effective (4) ____________________
m Extremely effective (5) ____________________
Answer If To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Physical Activity During
School component... Very effective Is Selected Or To what degree would you rate the
effectiveness of the Physical Activity During School component... Extremely effective Is
Selected
6.5 What is in place at your school that allows you to have an extremely effective Physical
Activity During School component?
Answer If To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Physical Activity During
School component... Not effective at all Is Selected Or To what degree would you rate the
effectiveness of the Physical Activity During School component... Slightly effective Is Selected
Or To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Physical Activity During School
component... Moderately effective Is Selected
6.6 What would need to be in place at your school to increase the effectiveness of the Physical
Activity During School component?
Answer If Physical Activity During School In addition to physical education, schools can offer
physical ac... No Is Selected
6.7 You indicated the Physical Activity During School component was not in place during the
2015-2016 school year. What would need to be in place at your school to implement the Physical
Activity During School component?
7.1 Staff Involvement School employees play an integral role in a school's
CSPAP.
Examples of the Staff Involvement component may include school
employee wellness programs, school staff support of recess and other physical activity offerings,
and staff member integration of physical activity into classroom academic instruction. During
the 2015-2016 year, did your school have any Staff Involvement programs in place?
m Yes (1)
m No (2)
Answer If Staff Involvement School employees play an integral role in a school's
CSPAP. Examples of the St... Yes Is Selected
7.2 In two years, do you see the Staff Involvement component increasing, decreasing, or staying
the same? Please explain your answer next to your selection.
m Increasing (1) ____________________
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m Decreasing (2) ____________________
m Staying the same (3) ____________________

109
Answer If Staff Involvement School employees play an integral role in a school's
CSPAP. Examples of the St... Yes Is Selected
7.3 The following questions are related to the specific programs within the Staff Involvement
component that were active during the 2015-2016 school year. Please check all that apply. *If
you do have any of the following programs at your school, please fill in the associated fields for
frequency, participation, physical activity, and program existence.
Active
Physical
Program
Frequency
Participation
Programs
Activity
Existence
Estimate how
many
How many
Estimate the
minutes this
years
Please
total number
program/acti
Check all
(including
indicate how of staff
vity
programs/activi
the
2015many days
members
contributes to
ties that are
2016 year)
per week the regularly
daily
currently active
has this
program/acti participating
physical
at your school.
program/acti
vity takes
in the
activity
(1)
vity been in
place. (1)
program/activ minutes (for
place at your
ity. (1)
the average
school? (1)
participant).
(1)
School
staff
members
participate
d in
q
physical
activity
during
school
hours. (1)
School
staff
members
participate
d in
physical
q
activity on
school
grounds
outside of
school
hours. (2)
Profession
q
al
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developm
ent and/or
resources
have been
provided
to our
staff to
integrate
physical
activity
into
academic
lessons.
(3)
School
staff
members
integrated
physical
activity
into
classroom
academic
instruction
. *The
estimated
physical
activity
minutes
related to
this
program
should be
based on
the
average
student
(not staff
member).
(7)

q

Other
(please
specify)
(8)

q
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Other
(please
specify)
(9)
Other
(please
specify)
(10)

q

q

Other
(please
specify)
(11)

q

Other
(please
specify)
(12)

q
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Answer If Staff Involvement School employees play an integral role in a school's
CSPAP. Examples of the St... Yes Is Selected
7.4 To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Staff Involvement component at your
school in helping students meet the nationally-recommended 60 minutes of physical activity each
day?
m Not effective at all (1) ____________________
m Slightly effective (2) ____________________
m Moderately effective (3) ____________________
m Very effective (4) ____________________
m Extremely effective (5) ____________________
Answer If To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Staff Involvement component
at your school... Very effective Is Selected Or To what degree would you rate the effectiveness
of the Staff Involvement component at your school... Extremely effective Is Selected
7.5 What is in place at your school that allows you to have an extremely effective Staff
Involvement component?
Answer If To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Staff Involvement component
at your school... Not effective at all Is Selected Or To what degree would you rate the
effectiveness of the Staff Involvement component at your school... Slightly effective Is Selected
Or To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Staff Involvement component at your
school... Moderately effective Is Selected
7.6 What would need to be in place at your school to increase the effectiveness of the Staff
Involvement component?
Answer If Staff Involvement School employees play an integral role in a school's
CSPAP. Examples of the St... No Is Selected
7.7 You indicated the Staff Involvement component was not in place during the 2015-2016
school year. What would need to be in place at your school to implement the Staff Involvement
component?
8.1 Family and Community Engagement Family and Community Engagement in school-based
physical activity program provides numerous benefits.
Examples of the Family and
Community Engagement component may include parent/guardian participation in evening or
weekend special events or serving as physical education or physical activity volunteers;
community involvement can include maximum use of school and community resources, before
or after school community programs, or the establishment of joint-use or shared-use agreements
with the school. During the 2015-2016 year, did your school have any Family and Community
Engagement programs in place?
m Yes (1)
m No (2)
Answer If Family and Community Engagement Family and Community Engagement in schoolbased physical activity... Yes Is Selected
8.2 In two years, do you see the Family and Community Engagement component increasing,
decreasing, or staying the same? Please explain your answer next to your selection.
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m Increasing (1) ____________________
m Decreasing (2) ____________________
m Staying the same (3) ____________________
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Answer If Family and Community Engagement Family and Community Engagement in schoolbased physical activity... Yes Is Selected
8.3 The following questions are related to the specific programs within the Family and
Community Engagement component that were active during the 2015-2016 school year. Please
check all that apply. *If you do have any of the following programs at your school, please fill in
the associated fields for frequency, participation, physical activity, and program existence.
Active
Physical
Program
Frequency
Participation
Programs
Activity
Existence
Estimate how
many
How many
Estimate the
minutes this
years
Please
total number
program/acti
Check all
(including
indicate how of family or
vity
programs/activi
the
many days
community
contributes to
ties that are
2015-2016
per week the participants
daily
currently active
year) has this
program/acti impacted by
physical
at your school.
program/acti
vity takes
this
activity
(1)
vity been in
place. (1)
program/activ minutes (for
place at your
ity. (1)
average
school? (1)
participant).
(1)
Our school
actively
promotes
communit
y use of
our
q
outdoor
spaces
outside of
school
hours. (1)
Our school
actively
promotes
communit
y use of
our indoor
spaces
outside of
school
hours. (3)
Our school
has a joint
use

q

q
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agreement
for
physical
activity
programmi
ng
(communit
y use of
school
facilities
and school
use of
communit
y
facilities).
(12)
Other
(please
specify)
(7)

q

Other
(please
specify)
(8)

q

Other
(please
specify)
(9)

q

Other
(please
specify)
(10)
Other
(please
specify)
(11)

q

q
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Answer If Family and Community Engagement Family and Community Engagement in schoolbased physical activity... Yes Is Selected
8.4 To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Family and Community Engagement
component at your school in helping students meet the nationally-recommended 60 minutes of
physical activity each day?
m Not effective at all (1) ____________________
m Slightly effective (2) ____________________
m Moderately effective (3) ____________________
m Very effective (4) ____________________
m Extremely effective (5) ____________________
Answer If To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Family and Community
Engagement component... Very effective Is Selected Or To what degree would you rate the
effectiveness of the Family and Community Engagement component... Extremely effective Is
Selected
8.5 What is in place at your school that allows you to have an extremely effective Family and
Community Engagement component?
Answer If To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Family and Community
Engagement component... Not effective at all Is Selected Or To what degree would you rate the
effectiveness of the Family and Community Engagement component... Slightly effective Is
Selected Or To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Family and Community
Engagement component... Moderately effective Is Selected
8.6 What would need to be in place at your school to increase the effectiveness of the Family and
Community Engagement component?
Answer If Family and Community Engagement Family and Community Engagement in schoolbased physical activity... No Is Selected
8.7 You indicated the Family and Community Engagement component was not in place during
the 2015-2016 school year. What would need to be in place at your school to implement the
Family and Community Engagement component?
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Answer If Quality Physical Education Quality Physical Education is defined as an academic
subject that se... Yes Is Selected Or Before and After School Physical Activity Provides
opportunities for all students, including thos... Yes Is Selected Or Physical Activity During
School In addition to physical education, schools can offer physical ac... Yes Is Selected Or
Staff Involvement School employees play an integral role in a school's CSPAP. Examples of the
St... Yes Is Selected Or Family and Community Engagement Family and Community
Engagement in school-based physical activity... Yes Is Selected
9.1 If more than one CSPAP component was active during the 2015-2016 school year, please
indicate the order in which they were implemented at your school (use numbers 1-5). If more
than one component was implemented simultaneously (at the same time), indicate this by using
the same number(s). If a component has not been implemented at your school, indicate this with
'0'.
______ Quality Physical Education (1)
______ Before and After School Physical Activity (2)
______ Physical Activity During School (3)
______ Staff Involvement (4)
______ Family and Community Engagement (5)
Answer If Quality Physical Education Quality Physical Education is defined as an academic
subject that se... Yes Is Selected Or Before and After School Physical Activity Provides
opportunities for all students, including thos... Yes Is Selected Or Physical Activity During
School In addition to physical education, schools can offer physical ac... Yes Is Selected Or
Staff Involvement School employees play an integral role in a school's CSPAP. Examples of the
St... Yes Is Selected Or Family and Community Engagement Family and Community
Engagement in school-based physical activity... Yes Is Selected
9.2 Is there a reason that this order of implementation was chosen?
m Yes (1)
m No (2)
m I do not know the reason (3) ____________________
Answer If Please explain the reason for the order of implementation. Is Selected
9.3 Please explain the reason for the order of implementation.
9.4 How did you first become aware of the CSPAP model?
m Undergraduate program (1)
m Graduate program (2)
m Professional development (e.g. conference or workshop) (3)
m Publication (journal or book) (4)
m Other (please specify) (5) ____________________
m Other (please specify) (6) ____________________
m Other (please specify) (7) ____________________
m Other (please specify) (8) ____________________
m Other (please specify) (9) ____________________
9.5 Have you attended any training or professional development related to CSPAP?
m Yes (1)
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m No (2)
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To Is there a committee in place at your...
Answer If Have you attended any training or professional development related to
CSPAP?&nbsp; Yes Is Selected
9.6 What type of training or professional development did you attend? Please check all that
apply.
q Physical Activity Leader (PAL) Training (Let's Move Active Schools/SHAPE America) (1)
q Director of Physical Activity (DPA) Certification (NASPE) (2)
q SHAPE America session on CSPAP (3)
q State AHPERD (or SHAPE) session on CSPAP (4)
q District sponsored session on CSPAP (5)
q Other (please specify) (6) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (7) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (8) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (9) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (10) ____________________
Answer If What type of training or professional development did you attend? Please check all
that apply. Physical Activity Leader (PAL) Training (Let's Move Active Schools/SHAPE
America) Is Selected
9.7 Following the PAL training, how competent did you feel in your ability to implement the
following CSPAP components? A text box has been provided for any additional comments.
Additional
Comment
s

Quality
Physical
Education
(1)
Before and
After
School
Physical
Activity (2)
Physical
Activity
During
School (3)

Extremely
incompeten
t (1)

Somewhat
incompeten
t (2)

Neither
incompeten
t or
competent
(3)

Somewha
t
competent
(4)

Extremel
y
competen
t (5)

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

(1)
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Staff
Involvemen m
t (4)
Family and
Community
m
Engagement
(5)

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

9.8 Is there a committee in place at your school that is responsible for the overall wellness goals
and programs of your school?
m Yes (1)
m No (2)
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To What resources did you (and/or your d...
Answer If Is there a committee in place at your school that is responsible for the overall wellness
goals a... Yes Is Selected
9.9 Briefly describe the mission and primary goal(s) of this committee.
Answer If Is there a committee in place at your school that is responsible for the overall wellness
goals a... Yes Is Selected
9.10 Briefly describe your current role on this committee.
Answer If Is there a committee in place at your school that is responsible for the overall wellness
goals a... Yes Is Selected
9.11 Who are the additional members on your wellness team/committee? Please indicate the
number of individuals on the wellness team. If needed, check "Other" and specify the additional
members in the text box.
______ Physical Education Teachers (1)
______ Health Teachers (if different from PE teachers) (2)
______ Principal (3)
______ Classroom Teacher(s) (4)
______ Counselor(s) (13)
______ Food Service Staff (12)
______ Parent(s)/Guardian(s) (5)
______ Community Member(s) (6)
______ Other (please specify) (7)
______ Other (please specify) (8)
______ Other (please specify) (9)
______ Other (please specify) (10)
______ Other (please specify) (11)
9.12 What resources did you (and/or your department) refer to when deciding to implement one
or more CSPAP components at your school? Please check all that apply.
q CDC Comprehensive School Physical Activity Programs: A Guide For Schools (2013) (1)
q CDC Comprehensive School Physical Activity Program Policy Continuum (2012) (2)
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q
q
q
q
q
q
q
q

PAL Training resources (3)
SHAPE America website (4)
Other (please specify) (5) ____________________
Other (please specify) (6) ____________________
Other (please specify) (7) ____________________
Other (please specify) (8) ____________________
Other (please specify) (9) ____________________
None of the above (10) ____________________

9.13 What resources do you currently find useful in maintaining your CSPAP components?
9.14 Did you (and/or your department) conduct a formal needs assessment of your program prior
to the implementation of any CSPAP components?
m Yes (1)
m No (2)
If Yes Is Selected, Then Skip To Which needs assessment tool was used?...If No Is Selected,
Then Skip To Based on the programs in place at you...
Answer If Did you (and/or your department) conduct a formal needs assessment of your program
prior to the implementation of any CSPAP components Yes Is Selected
9.15 Which needs assessment tool was used? Please check all that apply.
q CDC CSPAP Policy Continuum (2)
q CDC School Health Index (3)
q CDC Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System (YRBSS) (4)
q School Physical Activity Policy Assessment (S-PAPA) (1)
q Other (please specify) (5) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (6) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (7) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (8) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (9) ____________________
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9.16 Based on the programs in place at your school during the 2015-2016 school year, how many
daily minutes of moderate to vigorous physical activity (MVPA) would you estimate for an
average student at your school?
m 5 (1)
m 10 (2)
m 15 (3)
m 20 (19)
m 25 (20)
m 30 (21)
m 35 (22)
m 40 (23)
m 45 (24)
m 50 (25)
m 55 (26)
m 60 (27)
m 65 (28)
m 70 (29)
m 75 (30)
m 80 (31)
m 85 (32)
m 90 (33)
m 95 (34)
m 100 (35)
m 105 (36)
m 110 (37)
m 115 (38)
m 120 (39)
m 125 (40)
m 130 (41)
m 135 (42)
m 140 (43)
m 145 (44)
m 150 (45)
m 155 (46)
m 160 (47)
m 165 (48)
m 170 (49)
m 175 (50)
m 180 (51)
m 185 (52)
m 190 (53)
m 195 (54)
m 200 (55)
m 205 (77)
m 210 (78)
m 215 (79)
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m
m
m
m
m

220 (80)
225 (81)
230 (82)
235 (83)
240+ (84)

9.17 Which of the following methods have been used to measure the physical activity levels of
students at your school? Please check all that apply.
q Pedometers (1)
q Accelerometers (2)
q Student self-report (3)
q Direct observation by teacher(s) (4)
q Other (please specify) (5) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (6) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (7) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (8) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (9) ____________________
q None of the above (we do not measure physical activity) (10)
If None of the above (we do no... Is Selected, Then Skip To The following statements relate to
th...
Answer If Which of the following methods have been used to measure the physical activity
levels of students... Pedometers Is Selected Or Which of the following methods have been used
to measure the physical activity levels of students... Accelerometers Is Selected Or Which of the
following methods have been used to measure the physical activity levels of students... Student
self-report Is Selected Or Which of the following methods have been used to measure the
physical activity levels of students... Direct observation by teacher(s) Is Selected Or Which of
the following methods have been used to measure the physical activity levels of students... Other
(please specify) Is Selected
9.18 Based on the response to the previous question, select the MOST commonly used method of
measuring the physical activity levels of your students?
m Pedometers (1)
m Accelerometers (2)
m Student self report (3)
m Direct observation by teacher(s) (4)
m Other (please specify) (5) ____________________
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9.19 The following statements relate to the overall CSPAP model at your school. Please indicate
your level of agreement with the following statements. A text box has been provided for any
additional comments.The CSPAP model:

improves
the quality
of our PE
program.
(1)
can be
easily
modified to
fit the
needs of
our
program.
(2)
is easy to
understand.
(3)
is easy to
implement.
(4)
produces
benefits for
the
students
that are
easy to see.
(5)
produces
results that
are easy to
measure.
(6)

Strongly
disagree
(1)

Somewhat
disagree
(2)

Neither
agree or
disagree
(3)

Somewhat
agree (4)

Strongly
agree (5)

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

Additional
Comments
(1)

9.20 Based on your responses to this survey, would you say that you currently have a full
CSPAP model at your school? A text box is provided for additional comments if needed.
m Yes (1) ____________________
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m No (2) ____________________
9.21 Based on your understanding of the full 5 component CSPAP, how in favor are you of
CSPAP serving as the model for all schools that have the same grades as your school? A text box
has been provided for any additional comments.

(3)

Strongly
oppose (1)

Somewhat
oppose (2)

Neutral (3)

Somewhat
favor (4)

Strongly
favor (5)

m

m

m

m

m

Additional
Comments
(1)

9.22 Thinking about what it takes to put a CSPAP in place, the resources available to do so, and
your knowledge regarding CSPAP, how likely is it to have a full 5 component CSPAP running
your school? A text box has been provided for any additional comments.

(2)

Extremely
unlikely
(1)

Somewhat
unlikely
(2)

Neither
likely nor
unlikely
(3)

Somewhat
likely (4)

Extremely
likely (5)

m

m

m

m

m

Additional
Comments
(1)

9.23 If you are willing to discuss and/or clarify some of the responses in this survey to enhance
the quality of this research, please provide your email address below in the text box. All email
addresses will remain confidential.
m Email Address (1) ____________________
9.24 You have reached the end of this survey. If you would like to review your responses to the
survey questions, please select the 'Yes' option below. If you are comfortable with your
responses to the survey, please select the 'No' option below and your responses will be
submitted.
m Yes, I would like to review my responses. (1)
m No, I would like to end the survey and submit my responses. (2)
If No, I would like to end the... Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey
Answer If Quality Physical Education Quality Physical Education is defined as an academic
subject that se... No Is Selected And Before and After School Physical Activity Provides
opportunities for all students, including thos... No Is Selected And Physical Activity During
School In addition to physical education, schools can offer physical ac... No Is Selected And
Staff Involvement School employees play an integral role in a school's CSPAP. Examples of the
St... No Is Selected And Family and Community Engagement Family and Community
Engagement in school-based physical activity... No Is Selected
10.1 How did you first become aware of the CSPAP model?
m Undergraduate program (1)
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m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m

Graduate program (2)
Professional development (e.g. conference or workshop) (3)
Publication (journal or book) (4)
Other (please specify) (5) ____________________
Other (please specify) (6) ____________________
Other (please specify) (7) ____________________
Other (please specify) (8) ____________________
Other (please specify) (9) ____________________
I was not aware of the CSPAP model prior to taking this survey (10)

Answer If Quality Physical Education Quality Physical Education is defined as an academic
subject that se... No Is Selected Or Before and After School Physical Activity Provides
opportunities for all students, including thos... No Is Selected Or Physical Activity During
School In addition to physical education, schools can offer physical ac... No Is Selected Or Staff
Involvement School employees play an integral role in a school's CSPAP. Examples of the St...
No Is Selected Or Family and Community Engagement Family and Community Engagement in
school-based physical activity... No Is Selected
10.2 Have you attended any training or professional development related to CSPAP?
m Yes (1)
m No (2)
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To Is there a committee in place at your...
Answer If Have you attended any training or professional development related to CSPAP? Yes
Is Selected
10.3 What type of training or professional development did you attend? Please check all that
apply.
q Physical Activity Leader (PAL) Training (Let's Move Active Schools/SHAPE America) (1)
q Director of Physical Activity (DPA) Certification (NASPE) (2)
q SHAPE America session on CSPAP (3)
q State AHPERD (or SHAPE) session on CSPAP (4)
q District sponsored session on CSPAP (5)
q Other (please specify) (6) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (7) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (8) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (9) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (10) ____________________
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Answer If What type of training or professional development did you attend? Please check all
that apply. Physical Activity Leader (PAL) Training (Let's Move Active Schools/SHAPE
America) Is Selected
10.4 Following the PAL training, how competent did you feel in your ability to implement the
following CSPAP components? A text box has been provided for any additional comments.
Additional
Comment
s
Neither
Somewha Extremel
Extremely
Somewhat
incompeten
t
y
incompeten incompeten t or
(1)
competent competen
t (1)
t (2)
competent
(4)
t (5)
(3)
Quality
Physical
m
m
m
m
m
Education
(1)
Before and
After
School
m
m
m
m
m
Physical
Activity (2)
Physical
Activity
During
School (3)
Staff
Involvemen
t (4)

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

Family and
Community
m
Engagement
(5)

m

m

m

m

10.5 Is there a committee in place at your school that is responsible for the overall wellness goals
and programs of your school?
m Yes (1)
m No (2)
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To Have you utilized any of the followin...
Answer If Is there a committee in place at your school that is responsible for the overall wellness
goals a... Yes Is Selected
10.6 Briefly describe the mission and primary goal(s) of this committee.
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10.7 Briefly describe your current role on this committee.
Answer If Is there a committee in place at your school that is responsible for the overall wellness
goals a... Yes Is Selected
10.8 Who are the additional members on your wellness team/committee? Please indicate the
number of individuals on the wellness team. If needed, check "Other" and specify the additional
members in the text box.
______ Physical Education Teachers (1)
______ Health Teachers (if different from PE teachers) (2)
______ Principal (3)
______ Classroom Teacher(s) (4)
______ Counselor(s) (12)
______ Food Service Staff (13)
______ Parent(s)/Guardian(s) (5)
______ Community Member(s) (6)
______ Other (please specify) (7)
______ Other (please specify) (8)
______ Other (please specify) (9)
______ Other (please specify) (10)
______ Other (please specify) (11)
10.9 Have you utilized any of the following resources to increase your knowledge regarding the
CSPAP model? Please check all that apply.
q CDC Comprehensive School Physical Activity Programs: A Guide For Schools (2013) (1)
q CDC Comprehensive School Physical Activity Program Policy Continuum (2012) (2)
q PAL Training resources (3)
q SHAPE America website (4)
q Other (please specify) (5) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (6) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (7) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (8) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (9) ____________________
q None of the above (10) ____________________
10.10 Have you (and/or your department) ever conducted a needs assessment of your program in
anticipation of implementing one or more CSPAP components?
m Yes (1)
m No (2)
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To Based on the programs in place at you...
Answer If Have you (and/or your department) ever conducted a needs assessment of your
program in anticipati... Yes Is Selected
10.11 Which needs assessment tool was used? Please check all that apply.
q CDC CSPAP Policy Continuum (2)
q CDC School Health Index (3)
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q
q
q
q
q
q
q

CDC Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System (YRBSS) (4)
School Physical Activity Policy Assessment (S-PAPA) (1)
Other (please specify) (5) ____________________
Other (please specify) (6) ____________________
Other (please specify) (7) ____________________
Other (please specify) (8) ____________________
Other (please specify) (9) ____________________
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10.12 Based on the programs in place at your school during the 2015-2016 school year, how
many daily minutes of moderate to vigorous physical activity (MVPA) would you estimate for
an average student at your school?
m 5 (1)
m 10 (2)
m 15 (3)
m 20 (19)
m 25 (20)
m 30 (21)
m 35 (22)
m 40 (23)
m 45 (24)
m 50 (25)
m 55 (26)
m 60 (27)
m 65 (28)
m 70 (29)
m 75 (30)
m 80 (31)
m 85 (32)
m 90 (33)
m 95 (34)
m 100 (35)
m 105 (36)
m 110 (37)
m 115 (38)
m 120 (39)
m 125 (40)
m 130 (41)
m 135 (42)
m 140 (43)
m 145 (44)
m 150 (45)
m 155 (46)
m 160 (47)
m 165 (48)
m 170 (49)
m 175 (50)
m 180 (51)
m 185 (52)
m 190 (53)
m 195 (54)
m 200 (55)
m 205 (77)
m 210 (78)
m 215 (79)
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m
m
m
m
m

220 (80)
225 (81)
230 (82)
235 (83)
240+ (84)

10.13 Which of the following methods have been used to measure the physical activity levels of
students at your school? Please check all that apply.
q Pedometers (1)
q Accelerometers (2)
q Student self-report (3)
q Direct observation by teacher(s) (4)
q Other (please specify) (5) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (6) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (7) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (8) ____________________
q Other (please specify) (9) ____________________
q None of the above (we do not measure physical activity) (10)
If None of the above (we do no... Is Selected, Then Skip To The following statements relate to
th...
Answer If Pedometers Is Selected Or Accelerometers Is Selected Or Student self-report Is
Selected Or Direct observation by teacher(s) Is Selected Or Other (please specify) Is Selected
10.14 Based on the response to the previous question, select the MOST commonly used method
of measuring the physical activity levels of your students?
m Pedometers (1)
m Accelerometers (2)
m Student self report (3)
m Direct observation by teacher(s) (4)
m Other (please specify) (5) ____________________
10.15 The following statements relate to the likelihood of implementing a CSPAP at your school.
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. A text box has been
provided for any additional comments.The CSPAP model:

can
improve
the quality
of our PE
program.
(1)

Strongly
disagree
(1)

Somewhat
disagree
(2)

Neither
agree or
disagree
(3)

Somewhat
agree (4)

Strongly
agree (5)

m

m

m

m

m

Additional
Comments
(1)
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can be
easily
modified to
fit the
needs of
our
program.
(2)
is easy to
understand.
(3)
is easy to
implement.
(4)

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

m

can
produce
benefits for
the
students
that are
easy to see.
(5)

m

m

m

m

m

can
produce
results that
are easy to
measure.
(6)

m

m

m

m

m

10.16 Based on your understanding of the full 5 component CSPAP, how in favor are you of
CSPAP serving as the model for all schools that have the same grades as your school? A text box
has been provided for any additional comments.

(3)

Strongly
oppose (1)

Somewhat
oppose (2)

m

m

Neutral (3)

Somewhat
favor (4)

Strongly
favor (5)

m

m

m

Additional
Comments
(1)

10.17 Thinking about what it takes to put a CSPAP in place, the resources available to do so, and
your knowledge regarding CSPAP, how likely is it to have a full 5 component CSPAP running at
your school? A text box has been provided for any additional comments.
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(2)

Extremely
unlikely
(1)

Somewhat
unlikely
(2)

m

m

Neither
likely nor
unlikely
(3)
m

Somewhat
likely (4)

Extremely
likely (5)

m

m

Additional
Comments
(1)

10.18 If you are willing to discuss and/or clarify some of the responses in this survey to enhance
the quality of this research, please provide your email address below in the text box. All email
addresses will remain confidential.
m Email Address (1) ____________________
10.19 You have reached the end of this survey. If you would like to review your responses to
the survey questions, please select the 'Yes' option below. If you are comfortable with your
responses to the survey, please select the 'No' option below and your responses will be
submitted.
m Yes, I would like to review my responses. (1)
m No, I would like to end the survey and submit my responses. (2)
If No, I would like to end the... Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey
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Appendix B
CSPAP Adoption in P-12 Schools Question Matrix
I. INTRODUCTION & PARTICIPANT CONSENT
Q#

Question Type

Response(s)

Theory

Yes/No

Research
Question(s)
n/a

1.1
Waiver of Documentation of Consent
II. TEACHER & SCHOOL BACKGROUND

Screening, Consent

2.1

Please indicate your teaching status below. If you were not a P-12 teacher
during the 2015-2016 school year, please select “No” and you will be
directed to the end of the survey.
Including the 2015-2016 school year, indicate the number of years you have
been teaching physical education in P-12 schools.

Screening

Yes/No

n/a

n/a

Open-ended

# of years

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM

2.3

Are you a certified physical education teacher?

Dichotomous

Yes/No

2, 3, 4

Dichotomous

Yes/No

2, 3, 4

2.5

Are you a full-time physical education teacher? If not, please check “No” and
specify your current position/status in the school.
Please indicate your current age (in years).

Open-ended

Years of age

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM

2.4

2.6

Please indicate which gender you identify with.

Single response

M/F/Other

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM

2.7

Please indicate the grade level in which you teach physical education.

Single response

Grade levels

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM

2.8

In which state are you currently teaching? If outside of the United States,
please select 'Other'.
You responded "Other" in the previous question. Please specify the location
in which you teach in the text box below.
Please indicate the number of individuals that comprised the physical
education department at your school (during the 2015-2016 school year). If
needed, check "Other" and specify the additional members in the text box.
How often do your students have physical education?

Single response

United States

2, 3, 4

Open-ended

n/a

2, 3, 4

Single response

Positions within
PE department

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM

Single response

Days per week

2, 3, 4

2.2

2.9
2.10
2.11

Survey Question

n/a

CSPAP
SEM
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II. TEACHER & SCHOOL BACKGROUND continued
Q#

Survey Question

Question Type

Response(s)

2.12

You responded "Other" in the previous question. Please specify how often
your students have physical education in the text box below.
What is the length (in minutes) of each physical education class?

Open-ended

n/a

Research
Question(s)
2, 3, 4

Single response

Minutes (30-75)

2, 3, 4

You responded "Other" in the previous question. Please specify the length
(in minutes) of each physical education class in the text box below.
What is the average class size for your physical education classes?

Open-ended

n/a

2, 3, 4

Single response

2, 3, 4

The following questions will ask you about the time you spent being
physically active in the last 7 days. During the last 7 days, did you participate
in vigorous physical activities like heavy lifting, digging, aerobics, or fast
bicycling? If so, include how many days in the text box.
How many minutes per day did you usually spend doing vigorous physical
activities?

Dichotomous/ope
n-ended

# Of students
(less than 10, 1014 to 85-89,90+)
Yes/No; days per
week

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM

Open-ended

Minutes/day

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM

During the last 7 days, did you participate in moderate physical activities like
carrying light loads, bicycling at a regular pace, or doubles tennis? If so,
include how many days in the text box. Do not include walking.
How many minutes per day did you usually spend doing moderate physical
activities?
During the last 7 days, did you participate in walking? If so, include how
many days you walked for at least 10 minutes at a time?
How many minutes per day did you usually spend walking?

Dichotomous/ope
n-ended

Yes/No; days per
week

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM

Open-ended

Minutes/day

2, 3, 4

Dichotomous/ope
n-ended
Open-ended

Yes/No; days per
week
Minutes/day

2, 3, 4

During the last 7 days, how many minutes per day did you spend sitting (on
weekdays)?
III. THE CSPAP MODEL

Open-ended

Minutes/day

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM

3.1

Likert scale

Not familiar;
Slightly familiar;
Moderately
familiar;
Very familiar;
Extremely
familiar

2

2.13
2.14
2.15
2.16

2.17
2.18
2.19
2.20
2.21
2.22

*Definition of CSPAP provided.
How would you rate your familiarity with the CSPAP model?

2, 3, 4

Theory
CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion
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IV. QUALITY PHYSICAL EDUCATION
Q#

Survey Question

Question Type

Response(s)

4.1

*Definition of Quality Physical Education provided.

Dichotomous

Yes/No

4.2

During the 2015-2016 year, did your school have a Quality Physical
Education program in place?
To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Quality Physical
Education program at your school in helping students meet the nationallyrecommended 60 minutes of physical activity each day?

Likert scale

Research
Question(s)
1

Theory

1, 5

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

3, 4

CSPAP
SEM

CSPAP
SEM

4.3

What is in place at your school that allows you to have an extremely effective
Quality Physical Education program?

Open-ended

Not effective at
all;
Slightly
effective;
Moderately
effective;
Very effective;
Extremely
effective
n/a

4.4

What would need to be in place at your school to increase the effectiveness of
the Quality Physical Education program?

Open-ended

n/a

3, 4

CSPAP
SEM

4.5

You indicated that a Quality Physical Education program was not in place
during the 2015-2016 school year. What would need to be in place at your
school to implement a Quality Physical Education program?

Open-ended

n/a

3, 4

CSPAP
SEM
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V. PHYSICAL ACTIVITY BEFORE AND AFTER SCHOOL
5.1

5.2
5.3

5.4

5.5
5.6
5.7

*Definition of PA Activity Before and After School provided.
During the 2015-2016 year, did your school have any Before and After
School Physical Activity programs in place?
In two years, do you see the Before and After School Physical Activity
component increasing, decreasing, or staying the same? Please explain your
answer next to your selection.
The following questions are related to the specific programs within the
Before and After School Physical Activity component that were active during
the 2015-2016 school year. Please check all that apply. *If you do have any
of the following programs at your school, please be sure to fill in the
associated fields for frequency, participation, physical activity, and program
existence.
To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Before and After
School Physical Activity component at your school in helping students meet
the nationally-recommended 60 minutes of physical activity each day?

What is in place at your school that allows you to have an extremely effective
Before and After School Physical Activity component?
What would need to be in place at your school to increase the effectiveness of
the Before and After School Physical Activity component?
You indicated the Before and After School Physical Activity component was
not in place during the 2015-2016 school year. What would need to be in
place at your school to implement the Before and After School Physical
Activity component?

Dichotomous

Yes/No

1

CSPAP
SEM

Single Response

1, 6

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion
CSPAP
SEM

Open-ended

Increasing,
decreasing,
staying the same
Active programs;
Frequency;
Participation;
PA;
Program
Existence
Not effective at
all;
Slightly
effective;
Moderately
effective;
Very effective;
Extremely
effective
n/a

Open-ended

n/a

3, 4

Open-ended

n/a

3, 4

Multiple
Response
Table format
Likert scale

1, 5, 6

1, 5

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

3, 4

CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM
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VI. PHYSICAL ACTIVITY DURING SCHOOL
Q#

Survey Question

Question Type

Response(s)

6.1

*Definition of PA Activity During School provided.

Dichotomous

Yes/No

6.2

During the 2015-2016 year, did your school have any Physical Activity
During School programs in place?
In two years, do you see the Physical Activity During School component
increasing, decreasing, or staying the same? Please explain your answer next
to your selection.

Single Response

The following questions are related to the specific programs within the
Physical Activity During School component that were active during the
2015-2016 school year. Please check all that apply. *If you do have any of
the following programs at your school, please be sure to fill in the associated
fields for frequency, participation, physical activity, and program existence.

Multiple
Response

6.4

To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Physical Activity
During School component at your school in helping students meet the
nationally-recommended 60 minutes of physical activity each day?

Likert scale

6.5

What is in place at your school that allows you to have an extremely effective
Physical Activity During School component?
What would need to be in place at your school to increase the effectiveness of
the Physical Activity During School component?
You indicated the Physical Activity During School component was not in
place during the 2015-2016 school year. What would need to be in place at
your school to implement the Physical Activity During School component?

6.3

6.6
6.7

Research
Question(s)
1

Theory

Increasing,
decreasing,
staying the same

1, 6

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

1, 5, 6

CSPAP
SEM

1, 5

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

Open-ended

Active programs;
Frequency;
Participation;
PA;
Program
Existence
Not effective at
all;
Slightly
effective;
Moderately
effective;
Very effective;
Extremely
effective
n/a

3, 4

Open-ended

n/a

3, 4

Open-ended

n/a

3, 4

CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM

Table format

CSPAP
SEM

138
VII. STAFF INVOLVEMENT
Q#

Survey Question

Question Type

Response(s)

7.1

*Definition of Staff Involvement provided.

Dichotomous

Yes/No

7.2

During the 2015-2016 year, did your school have any Staff Involvement
programs in place?
In two years, do you see the Staff Involvement component increasing,
decreasing, or staying the same? Please explain your answer next to your
selection.

Single Response

The following questions are related to the specific programs within the Staff
Involvement component that were active during the 2015-2016 school year.
Please check all that apply. *If you do have any of the following programs at
your school, please be sure to fill in the associated fields for frequency,
participation, physical activity, and program existence.

Multiple
Response

7.4

To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Staff Involvement
component at your school in helping students meet the nationallyrecommended 60 minutes of physical activity each day?

Likert scale

7.5

What is in place at your school that allows you to have an extremely effective
Staff Involvement component?
What would need to be in place at your school to increase the effectiveness of
the Staff Involvement component?
You indicated the Staff Involvement component was not in place during the
2015-2016 school year. What would need to be in place at your school to
implement the Staff Involvement component?

7.3

7.6
7.7

Research
Question(s)
1

Theory

Increasing,
decreasing,
staying the same

1, 6

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

1, 5, 6

CSPAP
SEM

1, 5

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

Open-ended

Active programs;
Frequency;
Participation
PA;
Program
Existence
Not effective at
all;
Slightly
effective;
Moderately
effective;
Very effective;
Extremely
effective
n/a

3, 4

Open-ended

n/a

3, 4

Open-ended

n/a

3, 4

CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM

Table format

CSPAP
SEM
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VIII. FAMILY AND COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Q#

Survey Question

Question Type

Response(s)

8.1

*Definition of Family and Community Engagement provided.

Dichotomous

Yes/No

8.2

During the 2015-2016 year, did your school have any Family and
Community Engagement programs in place?
In two years, do you see the Family and Community Engagement component
increasing, decreasing, or staying the same? Please explain your answer next
to your selection.

Single Response

The following questions are related to the specific programs within
the Family and Community Engagement component that were active during
the 2015-2016 school year. Please check all that apply. *If you do have any
of the following programs at your school, please be sure to fill in the
associated fields for frequency, participation, physical activity, and program
existence.
To what degree would you rate the effectiveness of the Family and
Community Engagement component at your school in helping students meet
the nationally-recommended 60 minutes of physical activity each day?

Multiple
Response

What is in place at your school that allows you to have an extremely effective
Family and Community Engagement component?
What would need to be in place at your school to increase the effectiveness of
the Family and Community Engagement component?
You indicated the Family and Community Engagement component was not
in place during the 2015-2016 school year. What would need to be in place at
your school to implement the Family and Community Engagement
component?

8.3

8.4

8.5
8.6
8.7

Research
Question(s)
1

Theory

Increasing,
decreasing,
staying the same

1, 6

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

1, 5, 6

CSPAP
SEM

1, 5

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

Open-ended

Active programs;
Frequency;
Participation
PA;
Program
Existence
Not effective at
all;
Slightly
effective;
Moderately
effective;
Very effective;
Extremely
effective
n/a

3, 4

Open-ended

n/a

3, 4

Open-ended

n/a

3, 4

CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM

Table format
Likert scale

CSPAP
SEM
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IX. EXISTING CSPAP COMPONENTS IN SCHOOL
Q#

Survey Question

Question Type

Response(s)

Research
Question(s)
1

Theory

9.1

Rank

1-5 CSPAP
Components

9.2

If more than one CSPAP component was active during the 2015-2016 school
year, please indicate the order in which they were implemented at your
school (use numbers 1-5). If more than one component was implemented at
the same time, indicate this by using the same number. If a component has
not been implemented at your school, indicate this with '0'.
Is there a reason this order of implementation was chosen?

Dichotomous

Yes/No

1, 3, 4

Open-ended

n/a

1, 3, 4

How did you first become aware of the CSPAP model?

Single response

2, 3, 4

Have you attended any training or professional development related to
CSPAP?
What type of training or professional development did you attend? Please
check all that apply.

Dichotomous

Program;
PD;
Publication
Yes/No

CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM

9.3

Please explain the reason for the order of implementation.

9.4
9.5

2, 3, 4

Following the PAL training, how competent did you feel in your ability to
implement the following CSPAP components? A text box has been provided
for any additional comments.
§ Quality Physical Education
§ Before and After School Physical Activity
§ Physical Activity During School
§ Staff Involvement
§ Family and Community Engagement

Likert

9.8

Is there a committee in place at your school that is responsible for the overall
wellness goals and programs of your school?

Dichotomous

PAL;
DPA;
Conference
Extremely
incompetent
Somewhat
incompetent
Neither
incompetent or
competent
Somewhat
competent
Extremely
competent
Yes/No

9.9

Briefly describe the mission and primary goal(s) of this committee.

Open-ended

9.10

Briefly describe your current role on this committee.

Open-ended

9.6
9.7

Multiple response

Table format

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM

CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM

n/a

2, 3, 4

n/a

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM
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IX. EXISTING CSPAP COMPONENTS IN SCHOOL continued
Q#

Survey Question

Question Type

Response(s)

9.11

Who are the additional members on your wellness team/committee? Please
indicate the number of individuals on the wellness team. If needed, check
"Other" and specify the additional members in the text box.
What resources did you (and/or your department) refer when deciding to
implement one or more CSPAP components at your school? Please check all
that apply.

Multiple response

# of individuals

What resources do you currently find useful in maintaining your CSPAP
components?
Did you (and/or your department) conduct a formal needs assessment of your
program prior to the implementation of any CSPAP components?
Which needs assessment tool was used? Please check all that apply.

9.16

Based on the programs in place at your school during the 2015-2016 school
year how many daily minutes of physical activity would you estimate for an
average student at your school?

Single response

9.17

Which of the following methods has been used to measure the physical
activity levels of students at your school? Please check all that apply.

Multiple response

9.18

Based on the response to the previous question, select the MOST commonly
used method of measuring physical activity levels of your students?

Single response

9.12

9.13
9.14
9.15

Research
Question(s)
2, 3, 4

Theory

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM

Open-ended

CDC Guide;
CDC
Continuum;
PAL resources;
SHAPE website
n/a

2, 3, 4

Dichotomous

Yes/No

2, 3, 4

Multiple response

CDC
Continuum;
CDC SHI;
CDC YRBSS;
S-PAPA
Minutes (less
than 10, 10-19 to
170-179, 180+ or
more)
Pedometers;
Accelerometers
Student selfreport;
Direct
observation by
teacher
Pedometers;
Accelerometers;
Student selfreport;
Direct
observation by
teacher

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM

Constant sum
Multiple response

CSPAP
SEM

1, 5

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

5

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

5

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion
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IX. EXISTING CSPAP COMPONENTS IN SCHOOL continued
9.19

The following statements relate to the overall CSPAP model at your
school. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following
statements. A text box has been provided for any additional comments.
The CSPAP model:
§ improves the quality of our PE program.
§ can be easily modified to fit the needs of our program.
§ is easy to understand.
§ is easy to implement.
§ produces benefits for the students that are easy to see.
§ produces results that are easy to measure.

Likert scale

Based on your responses to this survey, would you say that you currently
have a full CSPAP model at your school?
Based on your understanding of the full 5 component CSPAP, how in favor
are you of CSPAP serving as the model for all schools that have the same
grades as your school? A text box has been provided for any additional
comments.

Dichotomous

Yes/No

Likert scale

1, 2

9.22

Thinking about what it takes to put a CSPAP in place, the resources available
to do so, and your knowledge regarding CSPAP, how likely is it to have a full
5 component CSPAP running your school? A text box has been provided for
any additional comments.

Likert scale

9.23

If you are willing to discuss and/or clarify some of the responses in this
survey to enhance the quality of this research, please provide your email
address below in the text box. All email addresses will remain confidential.
You have reached the end of this survey. If you would like to review your
responses to the survey questions, please select the 'Yes' option below. If you
are comfortable with your responses to the survey, please select the 'No'
option below and your responses will be submitted.

Open ended

Strongly oppose;
Somewhat
oppose;
Neutral;
Somewhat favor;
Strongly favor
Extremely
unlikely;
Somewhat
unlikely;
Neither likely
nor unlikely;
Somewhat
likely;
Extremely likely
n/a

Dichotomous

Yes/No

9.20
9.21

9.24

Table format

Strongly
disagree;
Somewhat
disagree;
Neither agree or
disagree;
Somewhat agree;
Strongly agree

1-6

Relative
Advantage
Compatibilit
y
Complexity
Trialability
Observabilit
y
1, 2

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

1, 2

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a
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X. NO CSPAP COMPONENTS IN SCHOOL
Q#

Survey Question

Question Type

Response(s)

10.1

How did you first become aware of the CSPAP model?

Single response

10.2

Have you attended any training or professional development related to
CSPAP?
What type of training or professional development did you attend? Please
check all that apply.

Dichotomous

Program;
PD;
Publication
Yes/No

Following the PAL training, how competent did you feel in your ability to
implement the following CSPAP components? A text box has been provided
for any additional comments.
§ Quality Physical Education
§ Before and After School Physical Activity
§ Physical Activity During School
§ Staff Involvement
§ Family and Community Engagement

Likert

Is there a committee in place at your school that is responsible for the overall
wellness goals and programs of your school?
Briefly describe the mission and primary goal(s) of this committee.
Briefly describe your current role on this committee.

10.3

10.4

10.5
10.6
10.7
10.8

10.9

Multiple response

Research
Question(s)
2, 3, 4

Theory

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM
CSPAP
SEM

2, 3, 4

Dichotomous

PAL;
DPA;
Conference
sessions
Extremely
incompetent;
Somewhat
incompetent;
Neither
incompetent or
competent;
Somewhat
competent;
Extremely
competent
Yes/No

Open-ended
Open-ended

Who are the additional members on your wellness team/committee? Please
indicate the number of individuals on the wellness team. If needed, check
"Other" and specify the additional members in the text box.

Multiple response

Have you utilized any of the following resources to increase your knowledge
regarding the CSPAP model? Please check all that apply.

Multiple response

Table format

CSPAP
SEM

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

2, 3, 4

CSPAP

n/a
n/a

2, 3, 4
2, 3, 4

CSPAP
CSPAP

# Of individuals

2, 3, 4

CSPAP

CDC Guide;
CDC
Continuum;
PAL resources;
SHAPE website

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM

Constant sum
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X. NO CSPAP COMPONENTS IN SCHOOL continued
10.10

Have you (and/or your department) ever conducted a needs assessment of
your program in anticipation of implementing one or more CSPAP
components?
Which needs assessment tool was used? Please check all that apply.

Dichotomous

Yes/No

2, 3, 4

CSPAP
SEM

Multiple response

2, 3,

CSPAP
SEM

10.12

Based on the programs in place at your school during the 2015-2016 school
year how many daily minutes of physical activity would you estimate for an
average student at your school?

Single response

1, 5

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

10.13

Which of the following methods have been used to measure the physical
activity levels of students at your school? Please check all that apply.

Multiple response

5

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

10.14

Based on the response to the previous question, select the MOST commonly
used method of measuring physical activity levels of your students?

Single response

5

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

10.15

The following statements relate to the likelihood of implementing a CSPAP
at your school. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following
statements. A text box has been provided for any additional comments.
The CSPAP model:
§ can improve the quality of our PE program.
§ can be easily modified to fit the needs of our program.
§ is easy to understand
§ is easy to implement.
§ can produce benefits for the students that are easy to see.
§ can produce results that are easy to measure.

Likert scale

CDC
Continuum;
CDC SHI;
CDC YRBSS;
S-PAPA
Minutes (less
than 10, 10-19 to
170-179, 180+ or
more)
Pedometers;
Accelerometers;
Student selfreport;
Direct
observation by
teacher
Pedometers;
Accelerometers;
Student selfreport;
Direct
observation by
teacher
Strongly
disagree;
Somewhat
disagree;
Neither agree or
disagree;
Somewhat agree;
Strongly agree

1-6

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

10.11

Table format

Relative
Advantage
Compatibilit
y
Complexity
Trialability
Observabilit
y
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X. NO CSPAP COMPONENTS IN SCHOOL continued
10.16

Based on your understanding of the full 5 component CSPAP, how in favor
are you of CSPAP serving as the model for all schools that have the same
grades as your school? A text box has been provided for any additional
comments.

Likert scale

10.17

Thinking about what it takes to put a CSPAP in place, the resources
available to do so, and your knowledge regarding CSPAP, how likely is it to
have a full 5 component CSPAP running at your school? A text box has been
provided for any additional comments.

Likert scale

10.18

If you are willing to discuss and/or clarify some of the responses in this
survey to enhance the quality of this research, please provide your email
address below in the text box. All email addresses will remain confidential.
You have reached the end of this survey. If you would like to review your
responses to the survey questions, please select the 'Yes' option below. If
you are comfortable with your responses to the survey, please select the 'No'
option below and your responses will be submitted.

10.19

1, 2

CSPAP
SEM

1, 2

CSPAP
SEM
Diffusion

Open ended

Strongly oppose;
Somewhat
oppose;
Neutral;
Somewhat favor;
Strongly favor
Extremely
unlikely;
Somewhat
unlikely;
Neither likely
nor unlikely;
Somewhat
likely;
Extremely likely
n/a

n/a

n/a

Dichotomous

Yes/No

n/a

n/a
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Appendix C
Waiver of Documentation of Informed Consent
Georgia State University
Department of Kinesiology & Health
Informed Consent
Title: A Descriptive Study of the Factors Influencing Adoption of the Comprehensive School
Physical Activity Program in P-12 Schools
Principal Investigator: Michael Metzler, Ph.D.
Co-Investigator: Kari Hunt, M.Ed.
I.
Purpose:
You are invited to participate in a research study. The purpose of the study is to investigate the
adoption of the Comprehensive School Physical Activity Program (CSPAP) in P-12 schools.
More research is needed to understand how CSPAPs are being accepted and adopted in schools.
Additional information is also needed to understand how effective CSPAP teacher training is and
the impact of training on CSPAP adoption in schools. You have been invited to participate
because you are currently a subscribed member to PHE America, PE Central, OPEN, or SHAPE
America. In addition, you are currently teaching physical education.
II.
Procedures:
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete an online survey questionnaire. The
survey will take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete.
III.
Risks:
In this study, you will not have any more risks than you would in a normal professional life.
IV.
Benefits:
Participation in this study may not benefit you directly. However, your participation in the
survey will assist us in collecting important information about the adoption of CSPAP in schools.
It will also provide a valuable contribution to the profession.
V.
Voluntary Participation and Withdrawal:
Participation in this research is voluntary. You do not have to be in this study. If you decide to
be in the study and change your mind, you have the right to quit the survey and stop participating
at any time.
VI.
Confidentiality:
We will keep your records private to the extent allowed by law. Only the Principal and Coinvestigators will have access to the information you provide. The information may also be
shared with the GSU Institutional Review Board and the Office for Human Research Protection
(OHRP). This is to ensure the study is done correctly. We will assign you a confidential
identification number (ID). This will be used in place of your name or email on study records.
The information you provide will be stored on a password and firewall protected computer in the
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locked office of the Principal Investigator at Georgia State University. The ID code sheet used to
identify the research participants will be stored separately from the data to protect privacy. This
will also be destroyed at the completion of all data collection. Your information will not appear
when we present this study or publish its results. The findings will be summarized and reported
in group form. You will not be identified personally. Despite the efforts noted above by the
investigators, participants should be aware that data sent over the Internet may not be secure.
VII. Contact Persons:
Contact Kari Hunt at khunt6@student.gsu.edu if you have questions or concerns about this
study. You can also call if you think you have been harmed by the study. Call Susan Vogtner in
the Georgia State University Office of Research Integrity at 404-413-3513 or
svogtner1@gsu.edu if you want to talk to someone who is not part of the study team. You can
discuss questions, concerns, or offer suggestions about the study. You can also call Susan
Vogtner if you have questions or concerns about your rights in this study.
IX.
Copy of Consent Form to Participant:
If requested, a copy of this consent form can be sent to you.
If you are willing to volunteer for this research, please select "Yes" below. If you choose not to
participate, please select "No" and you will exit the survey.
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Appendix D
Survey Introduction Letter and Online Post
Hello, my name is Kari Hunt and I am doctoral candidate working towards my PhD in Physical
Education Teacher Education at Georgia State University under the advisement of Dr. Michael
Metzler. I am currently researching the adoption of the Comprehensive School Physical Activity
Program (CSPAP) in P-12 schools. I am interested in gathering more information on how
CSPAP is being implemented in schools and which factors may be facilitating or inhibiting the
adoption process. To better inform schools and assist in greater adoption of the CSPAP model, it
is important to get feedback from as many PE teachers as possible.
I am asking you to be a valuable part of my research by participating in an anonymous, online
survey questionnaire (approximately 15-20 minutes). Individual answers will not be shared and
all results will be presented in aggregate (summary form). Participation in this study is strictly
voluntary and will not have any positive or negative effect on your employment at your
school/institution.
Participant Criteria:
§ Full or part-time PreK-12th grade PE teacher during the 2015-2016 school year.
§ Only one PE teacher participant is needed per school.
Below is a link to the survey which you can copy and paste into your web browser. If you meet
the participant criteria and do choose to participate in the survey, I ask that you please submit
your completed survey within 10 business days.
Survey Link:
If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to email me at khunt6@student.gsu.edu.
Thank you in advance for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Kari Hunt, M.Ed.
Georgia State University
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Appendix E
Email Template to SHAPE Executive Directors
[Insert greeting],
My name is Kari Hunt and I am doctoral candidate working towards my PhD in Physical
Education Teacher Education at Georgia State University under the advisement of Dr. Michael
Metzler. Your email address was provided on the SHAPE America (previously AAHPERD)
website for the state of [Insert state]. I am contacting you to ask your assistance in distributing
an important survey to the SHAPE members in your state. My survey research is targeted
towards PreK-12th grade physical education teachers and examines the adoption of the
Comprehensive School Physical Activity Program (CSPAP) in schools. To increase
representation from your state’s physical education teachers, could you please forward the
survey information below to your current members? If I have reached you in error and there is a
more appropriate state contact for this request, please let me know.
If you have any questions, please feel free to email me at khunt6@student.gsu.edu.
Thank you in advance for your assistance.
Kari Hunt
CSPAP Adoption Survey
My name is Kari Hunt and I am doctoral candidate working towards my PhD in Physical
Education Teacher Education at Georgia State University. I am currently researching the
adoption of the Comprehensive School Physical Activity Program (CSPAP) in P-12 schools. I
am interested in gathering more information on how CSPAP is being implemented in schools
and which factors may be facilitating or inhibiting the adoption process. To better inform
schools and assist in greater adoption of the CSPAP model, it is important to get feedback from
as many PE teachers as possible.
I am asking you to be a valuable part of my research by participating in an anonymous, online
survey questionnaire (approximately 15-20 minutes). Individual answers will not be shared and
all results will be presented in aggregate (summary form). Participation in this study is strictly
voluntary and will not have any positive or negative effect on your employment at your
school/institution.
Participant Criteria:
§
§

Full or part-time PreK-12th grade PE teacher during the 2015-2016 school year.
Only one PE teacher participant is needed per school.

To participate in the survey, please click on the link below or copy and paste into your web
browser. If you meet the participant criteria and choose to participate in the survey, I ask that you
please submit your completed survey within 10 business days.
Survey Link:
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[Insert survey link]
If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to email me at khunt6@student.gsu.edu.
Thank you in advance for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Kari Hunt, M.Ed.
Georgia State University
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Appendix F
States Contacted (via SHAPE Executive Director) for Survey Distribution
Central District
Colorado
Iowa
Kansas
Minnesota
Missouri
Eastern District
Maryland
Massachusetts
New Jersey
New York
Pennsylvania
+Connecticut
+New Hampshire
Midwest District
Illinois
Indiana
Michigan
Ohio
Wisconsin
+West Virginia
Northwest District
Alaska
Idaho
Montana
Oregon
Washington
Southern District
Florida
Georgia
North Carolina
Texas
Virginia
Southwest District
Arizona
California
Nevada
New Mexico
Utah

Could not distribute
Could not distribute
Added
Added

Could not distribute
Added
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Appendix G
Open-Ended Reponses (organized by survey item)
Question

Open-ended Responses (frequency count)

2.4. Are you a fulltime physical
education teacher?

.6 FTE (3 days per week)
D/APE also
Part time physical education PreK-8, Health 5-8
part time
2 days/week
At the school full time. PE 65% of day, behavior intervention
specialist rest of day (fancy name for assistant principal)
80%
Elementary 3-5, K-2, K-6, PreK-6, Prek-7 (6)
K-6 (3)
K-8 (2)
K-12
PreK-8 Catholic school
I have taught PE in grades K-12, but currently I teach in a middle
school.
Grades 4, 5, 6 and k, adapted k-11
Full time but non-certified physical education teacher (2)
Minds-in-Motion
I also teach D/APE but am full time
Full time but teaches 3 days at my school
Full-time Health teachers
APE teacher
Part time (.6) teaching 3 days at my school
The other teacher is part time mostly D/APE.
Non-certified part time PE teachers (3-12) classes per week
Every other day (2)
Every day for 9 weeks
K-5: 55 minutes a week, Grades 6-8: 4 days a week, Grades 9-12:
4 days per week
1 year out of 4
1 out of every 4 days
K-2 1day 3-5 2days
PK/K/4/5 meet 1x per week. 1/2/3 meet 2 X per week. 6/7/8
meet 3x per week
Every 3 days
1 semester of PE, 1 semester of Health
5 days a week for 2 semesters in 4 years (9-12)
Rotation over 5 times in 3 weeks

2.7. Please indicate
the grade level in
which you teach
physical education.

2.10. Please indicate
the number of
individuals that
comprised the
physical education
department at your
school.

2.12. How often do
your students have
physical education?
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2.14. What is the
length (in minutes)of
each physical
education class?

90 (3)
85
80
48
40 (2) and 20 (1)
5.3. The following
Boys & Girls Club
questions are related After School Dance
to the specific
Minds-in-Motion
programs within the
Exercise for Excellence
Before and After
walking club
School Physical
community ed courses I teach afterschool- tennis, scooter games,
Activity component
jump rope club
that were active
Fall & Spring conditioning program
during the 2015-2016 The YMCA has pay to play programs all year long. about 10%
school year. Other
of our students participate.
(please specify).
After School Enrichment Programs
6.3 The following
Power Hour Workouts
questions are related We have a church that has adopted our school. They come in
to the specific
three times a year for four weeks and teach Volleyball, Basketball
programs within the
and Bowling. This is one hour a week.
Before and After
MI time
School Physical
Activity component
that were active
during the 2015-2016
school year. Other
(please specify).
9.4. How did you first This survey/email/social media post (11)
become aware of the SHAPE America (3)
CSPAP model?
Internet/computer (2)
School nurse and state mtg
Health Mpowers
Served on the state committee and Kansas was a pilot program
training teachers
Professional website information
Teacher collaboration meeting.
Discussion at George Mason University Physical Education
Advisory Council
Other (not specified)
9.17. Which of the
Fitness testing/Fitnessgram (5) (“done 3 times a year)
following methods
Heart Zone/Heart rate monitors (3)
have been used to
Pacer (2) (“work done at least 3 times a month, “given monthly)
measure the physical Fit Bits
activity levels of
activity logs
students at your
school schedule for recess and physical education
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school? Please check Mileage Club at recess
all that apply.
Daily fitness goals for cardio, strength, and agilities
IB project
Recess Study by a University
9.20. Based on your “Yes”
responses to this
The District has a wellness council in place and physical
survey, would you
educators have taken the lead with District nurses and food
say that you currently service director
have a full CSPAP
DISTRICT WIDE TRAINING.
model at your
“No”
school? A text box is Missing a few components to meet the model.
provided for
My School District is not very supportive of Physical Education.
additional comments We P.E. teachers are the "step-children" of the District!
if needed.
we have not implemented this model completely
Parts are used but not all
no training, no local workshops, no other teacher buy in, etc.
we need to do a little more
haven't heard of it being used at our school
not implemented
We did not use
School never fully commits to an excellent wellness program,
leadership is failing- wants someone else to take over
We need to implement the community and before and after
school portions of the program.
We don't have program that are consistent across all grade levels
and there is not enough time provide each day for physical
activity to happen.
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Appendix H.1
Open-Ended Responses Related to Effectiveness of QPE Program and Proposed Ecological Level of Influence
Survey Questionnaire Item
4.3. What is in place at your school that allows you to have an effective QPE
program?
Exercise for Excellence-Before school activity time in gym and on DDR pads;
Building wide morning walk after announcements; Integration of movement breaks
in classrooms; Physical Education classes every other day based on national
outcomes; Use of technology (pedometers, HRM's, iPads) to give students sound
understanding of their fitness and skill levels
licensed, qualified teachers/coaches
required HL/PE course for graduation (1 credit)
supportive school system administrator (county level)
state supported curriculum
Good Planning to use all space and time adequately.
I have the time, facilities, student buy in and administrative support.
Offer Before and After school physical activity programs
The physical education curriculum that is implemented throughout my school
district.
We have activities both in the morning and the afternoon. We also have 15 minute
walking and running programs during the day.
Boys and Girls club, walking club, kids rock stars
Dynamic Physical Education

Ecological Level of Influence
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum, equipment); Public
Policy
Interpersonal; Organizational; Public
Policy
Interpersonal (teacher
knowledge/planning); Organizational
(resources: facilities, time)
Interpersonal (teacher time);
Organizational (admin support);
Intrapersonal (student buy-in)
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum)
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum)
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum)
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum)
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum)
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2 NBCT dedicated, passionate physical education teachers
state requirements for high school are 3 semesters in order to graduate, 3 full time
and 1 part time teachers allow for a lot of flexibility in offerings, district is working
on standards prioritization-PE/Health was the first district to work on this
CATCH
Two gyms areas one with a hard wood floor and another that is a turfed area. Ample
equipment an two highly qualified physical education teachers with combined
teaching experience that exceeds 50 years.
Curriculum K-6, lesson plans/UBD, various/differentiated equipment, space, time
on task, qualified PE teacher, admin support, parental communication, integration of
academic concepts, use of technology
Recess and winter outdoors program and track program
Instructional Curriculum and State Mandated Standards of Learning.
Our curriculum is standards based. We post the standards, we assess skills and
content, we limit transition time...
Space, equipment, certified pe staff, administrative support, budget for pe
equipment
I can pretty much teach what I want so I work hard at keeping the kids busy over
half of the class. They have a 15 warm-up that all parts of the body that strengthens
both the body and the mind that keeps them moving and then the activity has
aerobic activity most of the time.
Let's Move program
Alliance for a Healthier Generation Inventory
Georgia Shape grant

Interpersonal (teacher knowledge and
attitude)
Public Policy; Organizational (school
policies)
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum)
Organizational (resources: facilities,
equipment); Interpersonal (teacher
knowledge and teacher experience)
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum, equipment, facilities,
admin support); Interpersonal (teacher
knowledge, parental communication)
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum)
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum); Public Policy
Organizational (resources:
programs/standards-based curriculum,
assessment); Interpersonal (teacher
knowledge)
Organizational (resources: facilities,
equipment, finances), admin support
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum)
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum, finances (in the form
of grants)
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Curriculum, teacher and admin support
Certified PE Teacher, curriculum with scope and sequence that follows national PE
standards
Survey Questionnaire Item
4.4. What would need to be in place at your school to increase the effectiveness of
the Quality Physical Education program?
all teachers on board with facilitating the program
More after school sports and activities. Space is an issue since we share the gym
with the Boys & Girls Club connected to ours school. So if the students do not stay
for the Boys & Girls Club they may not get as much physical activity after school.
More time, teachers and space...we have 26 classes
More money to provide before and after school programs.
More time during the scheduled PE class or more PE on a weekly basis.
Student accountability. More staff involvement. More before and after school
physical activities.
Smaller class size; more emphasis on PE course requirement every year
A daily P.E. requirement. Right now we are on a block schedule. Students
participate every other school day.
buy in from all personnel
More time
I would suggest another teacher and more time in the day.
Recess - some teachers are continuing to restrict some students from participating if
they have not completed classwork or have had behavior problems.
PE classes more than once a week

Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum, teacher and admin
support)
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum)
Ecological Level of Influence
Organizational (teacher support)
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum, facilities
Community (shared facility use)
Organizational (resources: time, staffing,
facilities)
Organizational (resources: finances)
Organizational; Public Policy (more PE on
weekly basis)
Intrapersonal (student accountability);
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum, more staff
involvement)
Organizational (smaller class sizes); Public
Policy and/or Organizational (PE
requirement/policy)
Public Policy and/or Organizational (PE
requirement/policy)
Organizational (buy-in from all personnel)
Organizational (resources: staffing, time)
Organizational (resources: staffing, time)
Organizational (recess restrictions due to
behavior problems)
Public Policy; Organizational (school
policies)
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more support from district and principals on helping out with the programs.
No support from administration.
Parental backing
$ to purchase more equipment, updated cardio equipment in weight room

Organizational (district and admin support)
Organizational (admin support)
Interpersonal (parental support)
Organizational (resources: finances,
equipment)
More time
Organizational (resources: time)
Graduation credit requirements
Public Policy and/or Organizational (PE
requirement/policy)
See student more often
Public Policy and/or Organizational (PE
requirement/policy)
Better student behavior.
Intrapersonal (student behavior)
See the importance of a healthy body and teachers see that
Organizational (culture, teacher support)
more physical activity during the school day
Organizational (programs/curriculum)
It needs to be daily like my previous school
Public Policy and/or Organizational (PE
requirement/policy)
Have PE more often during the week. 1-2 days of PE a week at 45 minutes each
Public Policy and/or Organizational (PE
day; my school will never reach the recommended number of hours a year. I am also requirement/policy), resources: staffing,
the only PE teacher at my school, so I can't really double up classes to have them
facilities
more often without having too many students to properly monitor them and give
them a quality lesson. I also do not have an outdoor space to do activities such as
soccer. I am limited to staying in the gym year-round.
more space, more support
Organizational (resources: facilities,
support)
More information on the program
Interpersonal (teacher knowledge)
more equipment and time to do it
Organizational (resources: equipment,
time)
Opportunity for PE class all year not just for a semester
Public Policy and/or Organizational (PE
requirement/policy)
A greater requirement for student participation. Two semesters in four year at the
Public Policy and/or Organizational (PE
high school does not meet student needs.
requirement/policy)
I have to prep my students to take paper-pencil PE assessments which means more
Organizational (programs/curriculum)
time sitting
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Physical Education classes that meet 2 to 3 times each week for all grade levels.
Professional development to pursue new ideas.
Survey Questionnaire Item
4.5. You indicated that a Quality Physical Education program was not in place
during the 2015-2016 school year. What would need to be in place at your school
to implement a Quality Physical Education program? Table
The recommended length of activity time should be at least an hour each day. The
students only have activity time in P.E. of 30 minutes three times a week. Illinois
state recommends 30 minutes five times a week. I believe that the district needs to
implement the minimum requirement with movement breaks throughout the day.
Classroom teacher training and involvement. Principal "buy-in"
faculty
Funding. There is zero budget for physical education at my school.
Personnel that was able to focus on the curriculum and not required athletic duties,
and the resources to make it happen.
More frequency; scope and sequence; testing.
To get the teachers involved to do PE before school
that we teach the same number of periods as our core teachers do...have facilities
that meet the needs of our students to include a budget of more then $1200 (we have
585 kids in school with daily PE) that we have had for 18 years, and an
administration that supports what we do.
Meet more then one day for sports and one day for health/science/fitness.
I was a little confused about the question. We have a Physical education program
that requires students to take 3 semesters to graduate. When I first started it was a 2-

Public Policy and/or Organizational (PE
requirement/policy)
Interpersonal (teacher knowledge, teacher
training/ professional development
opportunities)
Ecological Level of Influence

Public Policy and/or Organizational (PE
requirement/policy)
Organizational (classroom teacher
training), admin (principal “buyin”/support)
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Organizational (resources: finances)
Organizational (resources: staffing,
equipment)
Public Policy and/or Organizational (PE
requirement/policy), resources:
programs/curriculum, assessment
Organizational (staff involvement)
Organizational (school policies, resources
(facilities, finances), and admin support
Public Policy and/or Organizational (PE
requirement/policy)
Public Policy and/or Organizational (PE
requirement/policy)
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year requirement. I teach a variety of lifetime sports so my students can continue
activities as they age.
More certified staff and administrative concerns about the program (PE is a
necessary evil)
The number of days students participate in physical education need to increase
student and program assessment

Organizational (resources: staffing), admin
support (concern)
Public Policy and/or Organizational (PE
requirement/policy),
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum)
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Appendix H.2
Open-Ended Responses Related to Effectiveness of Before and After School Physical Activity Component and Proposed
Ecological Level of Influence
Survey Questionnaire Item

Ecological Level of Influence

5.5. What is in place at your school that allows you to have an effective Before and
After School Physical Activity component?
Supportive administration
After school sports teams (fall, winter, spring)
Our district has developed a culture for wellness and we have great community
support
teachers who are willing to run these programs outside of work hours
Walk on, marathon kids

Organizational (admin support)
Organizational (resources: programs,
curriculum)
Organizational; Community (culture)

Community support and volunteers, administration support, community education
program, believe recess/play is an important part of the day for children
Our after-school program is run by our local YMCA. Physical activity is an
important part of the program in addition to a school "dinner" meal, and tutoring.

Interpersonal (teacher willingness)
Organizational (resources: programs,
curriculum)
Organizational (resources programs,
curriculum)
Organizational (resources: programs,
curriculum)
Interpersonal (teacher); Organizational
(staff support, resources – time and
equipment); Community
Organizational; Community (support,
programs, and culture)
Organizational level (programs supported
by Community level)

Administrator support, funding to pay teachers, Young and healthy staff interested in
helping
Survey Questionnaire Item

Organizational (admin and staff support,
funding)
Ecological Level of Influence

We have a walking club before school and at lunch, we have Boys and girls club
after as well as intramural with boys and girls club
zero hour classes, clubs, sports
Teacher/Staff/Community support, space, time, equipment
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5.6. What would need to be in place at your school to increase the effectiveness of
the Before and After School Physical Activity component?
Staffing
more info for before school programs and teachers to implement
More programs to meet the needs of the students.
Space - share facilities with the Boys & Girls Club. Transportation - many students
cannot stay after school due to transportation issues.
More people to run the programs.
Time
a Stipend
Better weather. Our inside facilities are being used from 7:30 am-9:00pm at least 5
days a week.
A coordinator.
The kids that sign up or come to school early for morning recess are typically
students who like PE and activity so they aren't the students who need the activity the
most. Rewards/incentives system possibly.
We have a great deal of poverty so parents struggle with picking up and dropping off
children during designated times.
More FTE; additional/larger gym space.
Focus on all students whether they are associated with sports teams or not.
more staff/parent help
Staff involvement
money
The students would have to want to participate. Most of our students would rather
play video games.
They are fine - They play on the playground and in the gym. They have special
guests come - dance, yoga, karate, etc.
Space for activities to take place. Equipment for each participant.

Organizational (resources: staffing)
Interpersonal (teacher knowledge)
Organizational (resources: more programs)
Organizational (facilities)
Community (transportation)
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Interpersonal; Organizational
Organizational (resources: finances)
Organizational (resources: facilities)
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Intrapersonal (student motivation from the
kids who need PA)
Interpersonal (socioeconomic status,
transportation from transportation)
Organizational (resources: staffing,
facilities)
Organizational (culture)
Organizational (resources: staffing) and
Interpersonal (parental support)
Organizational (resources; staffing)
Organizational (resources: finances)
Intrapersonal (student motivation)
Organizational (resources: facilities,
curriculum)
Organizational (resources: facilities,
equipment)
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More Space and supervision
More adults willing to supervise.
volunteers and time
New weight room and more gym space
More time
More students need be involved. 300 kids school wide. Usually only 15-30 per
active club
More staff involvement for after school clubs
money
Money put aside for someone to run a program for the kids other than the
interscholastic component
Money to pay staff, ability to dismiss kids who misbehave. Being relieved of
morning and afternoon duties at school. Cooperative parents.
A person to be in charge of the program.
Survey Questionnaire Item
5.7. You indicated the Before and After School Physical Activity component was not
in place during the 2015-2016 school year. What would need to be in place at your
school to implement the Before and After School Physical Activity component?
Volunteers. All of our P.E. teachers coach multiple sports and doesn't allow for the
time needed to run an after school program.
District and parental support.
Staff/space
Staffing to implement
Not enough personnel and many of our students are bused to school, just in time for
classes to begin or leave to get home.
money, getting to school earlier before contract time...
Money
An administration/district that could see benefit of such a program!
Time and opportunity

Organizational (resources: facilities,
staffing)
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Organizational (resources: staffing, time)
Organizational (resources: facilities)
Organizational (resources: time)
Intrapersonal (student involvement)
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Organizational (resources: finances)
Organizational (resources: finances)
Organizational (resources: finances, time)
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Ecological Level of Influence

Organizational (resources: staffing, time)
Organizational; Interpersonal (family)
support
Organizational (resources: staffing,
facilities)
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Community (transportation, logistics)
Organizational (resources: finances and
time)
Organizational (resources: finances)
Organizational (support)
Organizational (resources: time)
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gym space
more principal support but it is like talking to the wall
Supervision
we only have after school activities we would need more $ in budget
staffing and facilities
I am not sure what would be required. I also coach and use after school time for
practice.
Release from duty stations
Paying a teacher to do this before and after school
personnel and time
Staff and support
The support of my administration to do so and someone to help me manage the
number of students that would participate.
funds to pay a teacher to do it, interest from students that would want to do it, and
gym space which near impossible with all the sports teams that use it in the winter
After school bus service and clientele and money
staffing/personnel
Fitness centers are open after school, but not before school. There is no student
interest in before school physical activity programs.
Gyms are not available after school due to athletics. We do not have a space to do
activities. Also, staff to run and supervise.

Organizational (resources: facilities)
Organizational (admin support)
Organizational (finances)
Organizational (resources: staffing
facilities)
Interpersonal (resource: teacher time)
Organizational (finances for staffing)
Organizational (staffing and resources:
time)
Organizational (support)
Organizational (admin and staff support,
resources: facilities (competing with
interscholastic sports, finances)
Intrapersonal (interest from students)
Organizational (resources: finances,
facilities); Intrapersonal
Community (transportation);
Organizational (resources: staffing,
finances)
Organizational (resources: staffing,
finances)
Organizational
Intrapersonal (interest from students)
Organizational (resources: facilities,
staffing)
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Appendix H.3
Open-Ended Responses Related to Effectiveness of Physical Activity During School Component and Proposed Ecological Level
of Influence
Survey Questionnaire Item
6.5. What is in place at your school that allows you to have an effective Physical
Activity During School component?
again, teachers who are willing to take the extra time out of their day and who are
willing put out the extra effort necessary for these activity times to take place
Strong structure and discipline keeps children moving and active.
Intramural sports, physical education, marathon kids, walking club, walk on
activity breaks, walking club, walk on
Willing teachers and admin to make sure the time is allocated, equipment, video
resources
Staff feels it is important, administration also feels it is important
Recess time
more teachers involved
Teachers are aware, admin support, and seeing it makes a difference with kids ability
to sit and focus.
Teachers are willing to incorporate physical activity into the school day with teachermade activities as well as using programs such as Go Noodle, Jammin' Minutes, and
Activity Works (new, and to start as soon as teachers receive login info). Our school
participates in the Healthy Schools Program of the Alliance for a Healthier
Generation and LMAS.

Ecological Level of Influence
Organizational (staff/teacher involvement)
Interpersonal (teacher knowledge/skill)
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum)
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum)
Organizational (staff/teacher/admin
involvement and support, resources: time,
equipment)
Organizational (staff and admin support)
Organizational (resources:
programs/curriculum - recess)
Organizational (staff involvement)
Organizational (staff awareness, admin
support, “observed benefits”)
Organizational (staff/classroom teacher
willingness and involvement, resources:
classroom programs/curriculum)
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Administrator support, PE teacher knowledgeable in recent research in movement
and the brain sharing information with classroom teachers, classroom teachers who
are starting to see the benefits of students moving more

Organizational (admin support,
Interpersonal (teacher knowledge)

Teacher buy-in seeing that the students need activity breaks.

Organizational (staff buy-in admin and
“observed benefits”)
Ecological Level of Influence

Survey Questionnaire Item
6.6. What would need to be in place at your school to increase the effectiveness of the
Physical Activity During School component
Willingness of staff
Organizational (staff willingness)
more education on the importance of physical activity breaks
Organizational (resources for
staff/classroom teachers:
programs/curriculum)
Adding movement breaks and information provided to the teachers for acceptable
Organizational (resources for
types of activities.
staff/classroom teachers:
programs/curriculum)
"Buy In" from classroom teachers to do physical activity breaks during transitions in Organizational (staff/teacher buy-in,
their classrooms, time to do them, and space since we share facilities with the Boys
resources: time, facilities/space)
& Girls Club. Larger playground - only one class at a time can be on the playground.
More people to run the programs. Classroom teachers are maxed out.
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Longer school day and teachers willing to take part
Organizational (school policies,
staff/teacher willingness)
Stronger direction from administration. Right now, it teachers want to do this they
Organizational (more admin
do. If they choose not to use it, they don't.
support/direction)
Longer class periods
Organizational (school policies – length of
class periods)
Facilities and more volunteers.
Organizational (resources: facilities and
staffing)
Rewards/Incentive programs
Organizational (resources:
rewards/incentive programs)
professional development has been helpful but you still have the teachers that are
Organizational (resources:
unsure and don't want their administrator to see them off task
training/professional development for
staff/classroom teachers)
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Student accountability. Family support. Administration support.
Make it a school wide scheduled break so everyone participated every day at the
same time for a designated amount of time.
staff help/ more buy in from staff
More equipment
Students wanting to be more active, motivation.
More time
have a Dean and administration who cares, develop proper supervision and training
of lunch staff
An evening Recreation Director.
More equipment, with a sign out process so the equipment is collected at the end of
the time. We lose a lot of equipment, when the bell rings the equipment is dropped
and left on the playground. After-school it is stolen.
Do more of it!
gym instead of a multi-purpose room that I share before and after school and a gym
that doesn't become a cafeteria everyday at lunch time for 2 hrs
Coordination among staff, initiative put forth by administration, by in by staff
More time available in the day and less content areas to be taught
Student do not have a place now to be active when the weather is bad during their
regular recess time. When the office removed the exercise room, student just stay in
the room on bad weather days and sit.
more money and more time
Staffing, training for classroom teachers, facilities
classroom teachers willingness to implement

Intrapersonal (student accountability,
family support): Organizational (admin
support)
Organizational (school policy and support)
Organizational (resources: staffing), staff
buy in
Organizational (resources: equipment)
Intrapersonal (student motivation)
Organizational (resources: time)
Organizational (admin support,
supervision), resources: raining for lunch
staff)
Organizational (resources: staffing
Organizational (resources: equipment,
school policies for equipment)
Organizational (resources: time/program
increase)
Organizational (resources: facilities)
Organizational (staff coordination and buyin, admin support)
Organizational (resources: time,
curriculum)
Organizational (resources: facilities)
Organizational (resources: finances, time)
Organizational (resources: staffing,
training for teachers, facilities)
Organizational (staff willingness)
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less testing more PETime
more teachers willing to participate in brain breaks, knowledge of how to implement
More involvement by teachers
Make exercise breaks mandatory
I would have to see my students more than 1-2 days a week at 45 minutes each time.
space for more Minds-in-Motion time, and time to implement, and teacher interest
and buy in
More staff involvement
More funding
more staff/personnel
Extra break time built into the school day (morning & afternoon) not just
lunch/recess time.
Survey Questionnaire Item
6.7. You indicated the Physical Activity During School component was not in place
during the 2015-2016 school year. What would need to be in place at your school to
implement the Physical Activity During School component?
supportive administrators, time in the bell schedule, engaged teachers/staff
People to volunteer and a stipend to be paid
There is no formal program, but individual teachers incorporate movement and brain
breaks throughout the day. They would like additional resources I'm sure.
Space
our campus is participating in the IB (international baccalaureate) program and extra
down time is dedicated to this curriculum.
Additional supervision, additional space.
money, getting to school earlier to set up

Organizational and/or Public Policy
(school/statewide policies for PE, less
testing)
Organizational (staff willingness and
training)
(Organizational (resources: staffing),
teacher involvement
Organizational (school PE requirements)
Public Policy (PE requirements)
ORganizationl (resources: facilities/space,
time), teacher buy-in
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Organizational (scheduling, time)
Ecological Level of Influence

Organizational (admin support, school
policies, “engaged teachers/staff”
Organizational (staffing, resources:
finances)
Organizational (resources)
Organizational (resources: space/facilities)
Organizational (resources time – allocated
to other programs)
Organizational (resources:
staffing/supervision, space/facilities)
Organizational (resources: finances, time)
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bigger campus and more ways/dollars for supervision
Training and focus on those types of programs and activity integration.
Complacencies by the other staff members.
as I see it we are just Prep teachers to fill that for them. no programs are being done
to incorporate more fitness in students lives. As they say need more time for 3 R's
Support from administration
Recess is available to the students but is not an organized activity and it is used as a
way to encourage proper behavior by the loss of time during recess.
a classroom teacher that would be willing to do it
Additional staffing to cover the activities and administrative support.

Organizational (resources: facilities,
finances for supervision)
Organizational (resources: staff training,
program/curriculum)
Organizational (staff/classroom teacher
involvement and willingness)
Organizational (climate in
school/perceived lack of importance of
fitness)
Organizational (admin support)
Organizational (recess restrictions due to
behavior problems)
Organizational (staff/classroom teacher
involvement and willingness)
Organizational (resources: staffing), admin
support
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Appendix H.4
Open-Ended Responses Related to Effectiveness of Staff Involvement Component and Proposed Ecological Level of Influence
Survey Questionnaire Item
7.5. What is in place at your school that allows you to have an effective Staff
Involvement component?
Faculty wellness program and an administrator who supports fitness.
Wellness committees, lose and win
PE is very vocal about staying healthy and getting exercise. We do an eat this not
that in our tv station every month. We do hoops for heart. Local hospitals come in
and do nutrition class. We have a health class as one of our rotations in addition to
PE.
Teachers have received resources for incorporating physical activity into the school
day, some teachers have participated in PAL training and have shared those
resources with other staff, and we have a staff wellness program at our school in
which the majority of staff.
Healthy staff members lead by example

Ecological Level of Influence
Organizational (Wellness
program/committee)
Organizational (Wellness committee,
resources: programs/curriculum)
Organizational (PE climate, resources:
program/curriculum); Community (local
hospitals for nutrition class)
Organizational (Staff/teacher resources:
programs/curriculum, Wellness committee,
and training (PAL)
Organizational (climate – health staff role
models)
Ecological Level of Influence

Survey Questionnaire Item
7.6. What would need to be in place at your school to increase the effectiveness of the
Staff Involvement component?
A number of teachers will sign up for after school wellness programs like Zumba or
Interpersonal (re: staff) – lack of
Kickboxing but they don’t stick with it. Either have too much planning to do after
time/motivation
school or are too tired to stay after to exercise.
Most of our small school staff are active outside of school hours.
Interpersonal (staff activity outside of
school)
Because they are just starting to get it
Interpersonal (new program)
Incentive. Administration approval.
Organizational (admin approval,
incentives)
Willingness to go above and beyond themselves
Interpersonal (re: staff) willingness
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teachers who will take the extra time and effort throughout the day to integrate
activity breaks provided by our elementary pe department
We’d need for the district to stop state testing. The state tests are more important,
hence scheduling is overridden and teachers are constantly using their free time to
work on preparing their classes to get ready for the test.
Administrative support
incentive
Get more teachers motivated to buying into that physical activity helps the students
academically.
More teachers to get on board
I wish we could do more! Can’t be done by one person!
Get staff members who understand the importance of the kids moving more during
the day
The focus is on testing and technology. Administration is not interested in the
important part of school. Research shows that increased physical activity will
increase academic performance without adding academic programs. No one gets this
important research.
$
workshop showing what’s available
More involvement
Wellness committee needs to be more active, sharing of brain breaks
More opportunities for staff physical activity
More motivation/accountability
Administrative focus is on the school profile score. A change in school evaluation to
include physical education in the profile would increase student participation in
physical education classes.
More information about the opportunity and training.
Survey Questionnaire Item

Interpersonal (re: staff) willingness
Public Policy (statewide testing)
Organizational (admin support)
Organizational (resources: incentives)
Interpersonal and/or Organizational
(staff/teacher buy in re: PA)
Interpersonal (re: staff) willingness
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Interpersonal and/or Organizational
(staff/teacher buy in re: PA)
Organizational (climate in school, focus on
testing, perceived lack of importance on
PE/PA)
Organizational (resources: finances)
Organizational (resources: training)
Organizational (staff involvement)
Organizational (Wellness
program/committee)
Organizational (more staff PA
programming)
Interpersonal (re: staff – more motivation,
accountability)
Organizational (climate in
school/perceived lack of importance on
PE/PA)
Organizational (resources: training)
Ecological Level of Influence
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7.7. You indicated the Staff Involvement component was not in place during the
2015-2016 school year. What would need to be in place at your school to implement
the Staff Involvement component?
More staff with duty free breaks
money and time
There should be support for employees for physical activity.
I'm not sure there's a solution. Staff is exhausted with all the stuff they have to teach
during the school day!
Lazy school nurse. The retired nurse headed the meeting. The new one not willing
to put in the time
Time in the school day and a willingness from staff to participate without feeling that
they are being taken away from their classrooms
mindset that physical activity is very important to learning
training
an instructor/volunteer
Money. A wellness dept/position.
An interest for one, but time and personnel, we are under staffed as it is.
Incentive.
money to pay a teacher to stay after school
staff buy in, a stipend for someone to run the program
Training and instruction on the development and integration of the program.
staff interest and time
Budget and time restraints
A comprehensive education program that includes all of the others staff members.

Organizational (improved) staff scheduling
Organizational (resources: finances and
time)
Organizational (staff PA opportunities)
Interpersonal (overextended staff)
Organizational (resources: staffing, time)
Organizational (resources: time);
Interpersonal (re: staff) – willingness and
time constraints
Organizational and/or Interpersonal
(perceived importance of PA)
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Organizational (resources: finances,
Wellness program/committee)
Interpersonal and/or Organizational
(staff/teacher interest and time)
Organizational (resources: incentives)
Organizational (resources: finances)
Interpersonal and/or Organizational (staff
buy in), resources: finances for stipend
Organizational (resources: training)
Interpersonal and/or Organizational (staff
interest), resources (time)
Organizational (resources: finances and
time)
Organizational (resources:
training/programs for staff)
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our contract would not allow for it and in IL teachers are required to have a 30minute duty free lunch...everything is about MONEY
Volunteers to be involved.
a system where we are free to teach without all the interruptions of mass assessment
testing throughout the year which causes teachers to focus on test prep all year
Staff by in, admin support and time.
more support
Administration buy in
Training
Administrative support
More buy in by the staff and time to plan activities for the teachers
There no time for this and teachers are not willing to stay after school they have
families to take of
Just isn't enough minutes per day. Teachers place it low on priority list
My administration would have to approve this and my staff would have to be more
involved. Staff meetings, etc. tend to take a lot of time away from teachers after
school that they would be involved.
staff members that would be willing to do it
Willingness of staff to be involved
Time
teachers willing to step up and help out
Staff meetings that discuss this component

Organizational (school policy/contracts)
Organizational (resources:
staffing/volunteers)
Public Policy (statewide testing)
Interpersonal and/or Organizational (staff
buy in), admin support, resources: time
Organizational (admin support)
Organizational (admin buy in/support)
Organizational (resources: training)
Organizational (admin buy in/support)
Interpersonal and/or Organizational (staff
buy in), resources: time
Organizational (resources: time);
Interpersonal (re: staff) – lack of
willingness, time constraints
Organizational (resources: time);
Interpersonal (re: staff) -not a priority
Organizational (admin approval/support),
resources: staffing, time
Interpersonal (re: staff) -willingness
Interpersonal (re: staff) -willingness
Organizational (resources: time)
Interpersonal (re: staff) -willingness
Organizational (resources:
meetings/training)
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Appendix H.5
Open-Ended Responses Related to Effectiveness of Family and Community Component and Proposed Ecological Level of
Influence
Survey Questionnaire Item
8.5. What is in place at your school that allows you to have an effective Family and
Community Engagement component?
Great District and Community leaders and a strong culture for wellness
science night, carnivals, etc
Better field quality
School is used by community for recreational, sports practices
We have joint use agreements that outside groups may use our facilities and
playground for physical activity opportunities.
A local community center in our school neighborhood that runs an after school day
care program
Trying to get more parents involved in these great programs.
Survey Questionnaire Item
8.6. What would need to be in place at your school to increase the effectiveness of the
Family and Community Engagement component?
money
A better connection to the community and use of the resources.
A greater willingness from parents to give up time to be more physically active with
their children
active promotion
ease of application of use (legal paperwork)
More families taking advantage of the opportunities.
Better weather and more facilities.

Ecological Level of Influence

Organizational and Community (culture of
wellness)
Community (hosting of events)
Organizational (resources: improved
facilities)
Community (use of school for recreation
and sports)
Community (joint use agreements)
Community (after school day care
proximal to school)
Interpersonal (parental involvement)
Ecological Level of Influence
Organizational (resources: finances)
Community (increased connection and use
of resources)
Interpersonal (re: parents) – willingness to
be active with kids
Community (improved ease with shared
use agreements)
Interpersonal (re: families) – willingness to
take part in programming
Organizational (resources: facilities)

175
Rewards/Incentives based system.
Involving those individuals that do. To participate in organized sport activities at our
school.
a person to fill the position who takes over for the person who just left
money, time
More events
Time restraints
More teacher involvement, money
not all of the students involved are from my school - so hard to say what the total
impact is
Update facilities and increase number of facilities.
more volunteers
Time
More involvement
Our county approves Parks and Recreation to use some of our school gyms for
basketball practice / games. All outside usage of school facilities goes through the
board of education. We do have "Partners In Education" that get involved when
asked to help with community events.
More opportunities
Family Fitness Nights
Health Fairs
Allow physical activity groups to offer programs using facilities
a person to coordinate this more often
More time for teachers and parents.
Survey Questionnaire Item

Organizational (resources:
rewards/incentives)
Organizational (resources: program
participation)
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Organizational (resources: finances, time)
Organizational (increased programming)
Interpersonal (resources: time; time
restraints)
Organizational (resources: staff
involvement, finances)
n/a
Organizational (resources: facilities)
Organizational (resources:
staffing/volunteers)
Organizational (resources: time)
Organizational (resources: staffing,
participation)
Community (joint use agreements);
community support with events
Organizational (resources: programs);
Community (increased shared use of
facilities for PA groups)
Organizational (resources: staffing)
Interpersonal/Organizational (resources:
time – parents and teachers)
Ecological Level of Influence
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8.7. You indicated the Family and Community Engagement component was not in
place during the 2015-2016 school year. What would need to be in place at your
school to implement the Family and Community Engagement component?
Active PTA with involved parents
Again, space and more parent involvement.
Hard to get parents to volunteer. The majority of our parents work.
Not sure but I know out of 620 student our PTO consists of about 10 or less people.
Money for a coordinator/instructors.
Weekly meetings and further education of community.
More members in our PTO.
We'd need our administration to restart PTA (it's currently gone) and invest in the
community, which is not happening. Also having 70 percent hispanic is a difficult
barrier to overcome
Funding and transportation as many of our students are lower economical students.
Access to building and equipment; family buy-in.
we do have a swim club that uses the pool, but none of the other facilities is used by
the community as there are so many school district programs that already use the
facilities
Training on implementation of such a program.
Interest
Many student participate in outside of school athletic: hockey, basketball, soccer,
dance, gymnastics. I lot of families are busy with things like this.
Community awareness.
Administration actually caring about the kids and community and reach out to them

Interpersonal (parental involvement and
support – active PTA)
Organizational (resources: space/facilities)
and Interpersonal (parental involvement)
Interpersonal (parental involvement,
conflict w/ work)
Interpersonal (parental involvement,
conflict w/ work)
Organizational (resources: finances)
Organizational (increased meetings);
Community (programs/education)
Interpersonal (parental involvement)
Organizational (admin support, reinstate
PTA, improve community relations);
Interpersonal (low SES)
Organizational/Community (resources:
finances/lack of funding and
transportation) Interpersonal (low SES)
Community (access to building,
equipment); Interpersonal (parental buy in)
Organizational (resources: facilities for
more shared use)
Organizational (resources: training,
education on programs)
Interpersonal (interest)
Interpersonal (time/family activities
outside of school)
Community (increased awareness)
Organizational (admin support)
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Family
Parents that would want to participate. The same 5 people do everything.
a gym that has a sole purpose of being used as just a gym at all times so that
programs can be utilized for physical activities
more support
Past activities have been dismissed by administration and groups planning events.
leaders for it

Interpersonal (family involvement/support)
Interpersonal (parental involvement and
participation)
Organizational (resources: facilities)

Organizational (lack of support)
Organizational (lack of admin support)
Organizational (resources:
staffing/”leaders”)
$ and family cooperation
Organizational (resources: finances);
Interpersonal (family cooperation)
Time to plan and organize
Organizational (resources: time, finances)
Administrative support
Organizational (admin support)
Planning and funds to implement such activities.
Organizational (resources: planning,
finances)
More time and more funding
Organizational (resources: time, finances)
No one organized it since the last Nurse retired
Organizational (resources: staffing)
more family support/ parent to busy
Interpersonal (parental involvement and
support)
time
Organizational (resources: time)
Parents are not involved in any after school at the high school level. All activities are Interpersonal (parental involvement)
completed by individuals hired by the district with background clearances.
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Appendix I.1
Open-Ended Responses Related to Sustainability: Before and After School Physical
Activity Component
5.2. In two years, do you see the Before and After School Physical Activity component
increasing, decreasing, or staying the same? Please explain your answer next to your
selection.
Open-ended Responses (from teachers stating component would “increase” in two years).
high demand for sports after school
addition of sports teams (lacrosse) for both boys/girls; no cut tennis teams; JV teams added
to applicable sports; qualified, certified coaches (NCHSAA required)
The parents and children want after school activities. We are offering something the entire
year for elementary, middle school and high school students. We have over 70 + percent of
our students involved in after school activities.
More activities in the afternoon
Boys and Girls club has increased and the level of after school sports
Our state has passed increased requirements for physical education. We will be required to
have 150 minutes/week soon.
We are looking to increasing the number of after school clubs that incorporate PA
Lacrosse, golf, Girls on the Run, Let Me Run, Soccer Shots. The lacrosse program was
added last year.
We have expanded our after-school program to more grade levels and offer more sports
Open-ended Responses (from teachers stating component would “decrease” in two years).
Staff members want to work for paying afterschool jobs instead of my free run club
The district is looking at budget cuts. I believe the Before and After school programs will
be cut.
Breakfast in the classroom ended our morning exercise time. This program was serving
over 200 students each morning.
I think we will drop from 3 graduation credit requirements to 1.
No time; More focus on academics.
Teachers are busier, kids are harder to handle, so our programs offered has declined.
Staff members want to work for paying afterschool jobs instead of my free run club
Open-ended Responses (from teachers stating component would “stay the same” in two
years).
Don't have a lot of programs as there's not much funding available or the people to run
programs.
Resistance from classroom teachers to use movement breaks, because they see it as taking
away their instructional time; even though they have seen how movement enhances
learning. They have seen the brain scans and read the research, but some are still hesitant
to use it.
I feel like I am maxed out providing programs and rewards for students so unless the
school district or another program steps up, it is unlikely.
Teachers need to focus their energy on teaching. Parents need to provide the opportunities
for their own kids to be physically active. The schools job is to educate during the hours
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of the day. From start bell to end bell. After that it is or should be the parents
responsibility to get their child active. Not the school or a specific teacher.
These programs have been in place for many years with student and parent support. Their
well established
intramural sports after school and walking/jogging club during lunch recess have been in
place for several years
we have room for more club offerings, but not much. we also have the full gamut of high
school sports
Most of the before and after school programs are related specifically to Extracurricular
(sports) teams who need the daily participation time.
running club is great; I believe home life pa is decreasing for students
our contact will not allow for any additional positions to open up
We offer after school programs 3 times for our students. That does not include ymca
programs. Before school our students can choose to be outside and play or come and sit in
the gym. We have a very large group who choose to sit in the gym.
Participant numbers have remained the same over the past two years.
Same programs offered with about same number of participants
There is no additional funds
We have a walk/jogging program before school
After school clubs through community education
We have an after-school club program. It's setup by the district. Predicted to stay the
same for future years
We have 100 Mile Club before and during school and after school clubs
I do not see this program changing. There is not money budgeted for something like that
We have an after-school program through our local YMCA that includes Physical Activity.
We have a good program for most students at this time.
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Appendix I.2
Open-Ended Responses Related to Sustainability: Physical Activity During School
Component
6.2. In two years, do you see the Physical Activity During School increasing, decreasing,
or staying the same? Please explain your answer next to your selection.
Open-ended Responses (for individuals stating component would “increase” in two
years).
More brain breaks/brain boosters
We are going to the block program.
More teachers and administrators are seeing the importance of PA and how the test scores
have improved
I am working to create more opportunities for students.
Continued research indicating the value of recess, activity breaks in the classroom etc
There are many children participating in recess and sports to see an increase in physical
activity
There is talk about starting a running club, if we get funding.
Teachers are getting on board more and more each year with programs like GoNoodle,
Adventure to Fitness for Classroom Brain Breaks
more after school clubs thru grant money
We have a 30-minute study time, they have the ability to use the gym if they have all their
work done. Also, after they eat lunch they will all have the opportunity to go into the gym
for a 'recess' not only the 6th grade.
Increasing recess time, encouraging more active recess, increasing frequency of classroom
movement breaks
Open-ended Responses (for individuals stating component would “decrease” in two
years).
As they focus on more academic time.
The room set up for physical activity (different from Physical Education) was replaced by
an office for administration.
less time for recess
Yes because of all the classroom testing
Open-ended Responses (for individuals stating component would “stay the same” in two
years).
very few are onboard with p. a. time outside the classroom
The recess times will stay the same. I do not see the school adding any movement breaks.
We have a lunch and an extra recess every day.
While some teachers use activity breaks, other are still resistant. They see it as taking
instructional time away.
Our kids get K-5 kids get 3 15-minute recess periods a day. They also get 55 minutes a
week of PE.
recess time for grades 4-6 has decreased while activity breaks in the classroom have
increased
We've run walk to walk/run programs during the day in the afternoon
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we have no other space during lunch periods to have entire grade level to eat at one time,
so students are forced to go outside for absolutely NO structure in a recess period of 22
minutes.
The 4th grade team is really stepping up this year and having students visit different
stations. Many of the other grades just watch the students play.
The 1st grade teachers used to walk during recess and they would have a little following
from time-to-time.
Student get recess 3 times a day, each for 20 minutes.
not hiring additional support
We implemented walk/run club, teachers are doing activity breaks 3 years ago
Last year elementary students were given the okay to ride bikes to school
Recess 20 mins per day
No space time or money to increase it unless it is increase in the classroom
Recess 20 minutes per day
100 Mile Club laps during recess
Go Noodle brain breaks
Don't see this changing
With not enough staffing/personnel, I have to do morning and afternoon duties; therefore, I
cannot conduct before or after school activities.
Teachers try to incorporate movement into the day with adventures to fitness, go noodle
etc. indoor recess when it's too cold.
We have increased the time for recess this school year. There are teachers that have brain
breaks during this day several times.
Most of the teachers participate in using physical activity breaks in their classrooms.
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Appendix I.3
Open-Ended Responses Related to Sustainability: Staff Involvement Component
7.2. In two years, do you see the Staff Involvement component increasing, decreasing, or
staying the same? Please explain your answer next to your selection.
Open-ended Responses (for individuals stating component would “increase” in two
years).
More teachers are getting involved in the Faculty Wellness program.
district is offering more incentives
Wellness committee is pretty effective implementing some healthy initiatives
Employee wellness, lose and win
We are always trying new ways to increase Staff Wellness.
more teachers on board with being active on their own and in the classroom
More staff workout opportunities and
Biggest Loser challenge the following year
As a state with a one of the highest childhood obesity rates, there is an increased focus on
combating obesity through classroom physical activity breaks and incorporating those
activities into the curriculum.
Open-ended Responses (for individuals stating component would “decrease” in two
years).
It seems our staff is expected to do so much more each year.
Loss of interest, increased paperwork for staff.
Open-ended Responses (for individuals stating component would “stay the same” in two
years).
Yearly biggest loser contest. A few charity 5k events.
short classroom activity breaks are looked at positively but are voluntary
Usually most teachers help to encourage children to participate
Teachers feel so overwhelmed to cover content they are not always willing to take time for
other activities.
Some are good role models, but many sit during physical activity time.
I appreciate the teachers who walk during recess and those who model by running after
school.
Wellness committee tries to do one activity a year
Teachers have activity breaks in place
Weight watchers and a walking club have been staples for years for staff.
We have a good program that we are always trying to improve.
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Appendix I.4
Open-Ended Responses Related to Sustainability: Family and Community Engagement
Component
8.2. In two years, do you see the Family and Community Engagement component
increasing, decreasing, or staying the same? Please explain your answer next to your
selection.
Open-ended Responses (for individuals stating component would “increase” in two
years).
school board demands
Upgrading of fitness facilities
Community members are seeing the benefits of leading a healthy lifestyle
community involvement is increasing through carnivals, stem night etc.
With I Title one program
Open-ended Responses (for individuals stating component would “decrease” in two
years).
*No responses given for this category.
Open-ended Responses (for individuals stating component would “stay the same” in two
years).
joint use/shared use of facilities for younger sports team
parents run athletic booster club
Our community is engaged with our youth programs offering soccer, basketball, baseball,
softball and volleyball. We also have community soccer (outside and indoor), basketball
and volleyball.
Level of engagement have not changed.
nothing new developed
Our building is at a max for use
Health a
Do different things each year
We do family fun fit nights and they are popular. PTA does wellness nights too.
We have shared-use of our facilities, parents help with physical activity opportunities, and
the school provides students/families with community physical activity opportunities.
We have parents to help with Girls on the Run and Let me Run.

